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LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

14.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A.

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088, 15089 and 15132 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Rancho Palos Verdes has prepared
the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

This Comments and Response section combined with the Draft EIR, which was
circulated from February 6, 2001 to April 6, 2001, make up the Final Program EIR.
Any additional City recommendations or requirements during the certification
process will make up the final components of this EIR.

The following is an excerpt from the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132:
“The Final EIR shall consist of:
(@) The Draft EIR or a version of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.

(© A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on
the Draft EIR.

(d)  Theresponses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.

(e)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

This Comments and Responses section includes all of the above required
components and shall be attached to the revised Draft EIR to make up the Final
EIR. Each comment letter is followed by the corresponding responses. Aresponse
is provided for each comment raising significant environmental issues, as received
by the City during the Draft EIR review period. Added or modified text is shaded
(example) while deleted text is striked out (exampte).
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B. LIST OF COMMENTS

PUBLIC AGENCIES

1 California Native Plant Society, South Coast Chapter

2. California Water Service Company

314. California Water Service Company*

3. City of Palos Verdes Estates

4 City of Palos Verdes Estates

5 Coastal Conservation Coalition

6 County of Los Angeles, Department of Health Services, Environmental

Health
7. County of Los Angeles Fire Department
8 County of Los Angeles Fire Department

316. County of Los Angeles Fire Department?

9. County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County

10. County Sanitation Districts of L.A. County

11. Destination Development Corporation

12. Diamondback Ten and Under Girls Softball League

13. Endangered Habitats League

14. League of Women Voters of Palos Verdes Peninsula

15. Palos Verdes Girls Softball League

16. Palos Verdes Girls Softball League

17.  Sierra Club Palos Verdes Bay Group

18.  Sierra Club Palos Verdes Bay Group

315. South Coast Air Quality Management District®

19.  Southern California Association of Governments

20.  State of California, California State Lands Commission

21. State of California, Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse

22.  U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

313. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service*

23. U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast Guard

24. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/California
Department of Fish & Game

! 1t should be noted that this comment letter was received after the close of the public review period.
% Ibid.,
% Ibid.,
* Ibid.,
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25. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/California
Department of Fish & Game

26.  Union Local 30, Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union of San
Diego

RESIDENTS

27. Absmeier, Glenous

28.  Aelit-Louis, Maggie

29.  Aiken, Barry, Bill and Kay

30. Alley, Thomas L.

31. Allman, Mr. And Mrs. Ralph B.

32.  Alpert, Dorothea

33.  Amico, Charles W.

34. Anderson, Alicia

35.  Anderson, Brittany

36. Anderson, Todd P.

37. Anderson, Todd P.

38.  Andreotti, Cindy and Tupper, John

39.  Arbuthnot, Glenn

40. Balog, Edith

41. Barbeito, Bernard

42.  Intentionally Omitted

43. Bescoby, Ruth

44 Bescoby, Ruth

45.  Blackwelder, Dr. and Mrs. Ron and Mr. & Mrs. Kermit Olson

46. Bloss, Walter and Meredith

47.  Brajevich, Mr. and Mrs.

48. Brunone, David

49.  Brunone, David and Marshan

50. Cain, Holly

51. Cain, Holly

52. CANanC

53. Carbonal Family

54. Carmichael, John

55.  Carter-Siewertsen, R.H.
Cellier, Alfred - Refer to No. 147.

56. Chaisson, Bernard

57.  Chaisson, Bernard

58. Chaisson, Cindy

59. Clarke, D.E.

60. Clarkson, Herb and Dodie

61. Clarkson, Herb and Dodie

Response to Comments
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62. Cole, Mr. And Mrs. Robert L.
63. Cooper Family

64. Covey, Barbara

65. Covey, Barbara

66. Crosby, Jeanne A.

67. Deason, Keelin Marie

68. Detwiler, Mark

69 Detwiler, Mark and Suzanne
70.  Driskell, Rowland

71.  Driskell, Rowland

72.  Driskell, Rowland

73. Driskell, Rowland

74.  Driskell, Rowland

75. Driskell, Rowland

76.  Driskell, Rowland

77.  Driskell, Rowland

78.  Driskell, Rowland

79. Driskell, Rowland

80. Driskell, Rowland

81. Driskell, Rowland

82.  Driskell, Rowland

83. Driskell, Rowland

84. Driskell, Rowland

85. Driskell, Rowland

86. Duncan, Jeff

87. Eads, Brentt and Erin

88.  Edridge, Alfred J. and Deanne L.
89. Emon, Akhtar H.

90. Epstein, Jack and Barbara
91. Felando, William and Mary Ann
92. Fenton, Harold and Florence
93. Foster, Bill and Marty

94. Intentionally Omitted

95. French, Dr. and Mrs. James
96. Friedson, Dena

97. Friedson, Dena

98.  Friedson, Dena

99. Friedson, Dena

100. Friedson, Dena and Shaw, Ann (SOC II)
101. Fung, C.H. (D.D.S)

102. Gleghorn, Barbara

103. Gleghorn, Barbara

104. Gleghorn, Barbara

105. Gleghorn, Barbara and Friedson, Dena SOCII
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Gleghorn, George J - Save Our Coastline Il
Gleghorn, George J. SOC Il Steering Committee

Gottschalk, Diana

Green, Jerry and Zelda
Green, Jerry and Zelda
Gruen, Daniel and Margaret
Guerra, Maria C. (M.D.
Gussman, Bill and Gwen
Gussman, Bill and Gwen
Haase Jr., Robert C.
Hagerthy, Mike and Marilee
Harris, Gretchen

Hathaway, Jim, Sachie, Erika, Alisa

Heller, Bridget

Heller, Bridget

Herman, Judith

Hewitt, Patricia
Hollenbeck, Jot & Linda
Hong, Ed

Hummel, Edward & Joann
Hunter, William & Marianne
Hunter, William & Marianne
Jacobs, Leslie G.
Jamison, Bernadette
Jones, Cassie

Kapp, Joe and Mary Ann
Kenny, Frank and Lea
King, Howard

Knight, Jim

Knight, Jim

Knight, Jim

Knowles, Alex

Kohgadai, Mahbooba
Kolderup, Nils

Konopasek, Ken and Mary
Koplik, Doris

Koplik, Jane M.

Kukel, Joseph

Kwan, Benjamin

Lee, Kristina

Lindenmuth, Marlys
Cellier, Alfred

Lukstein, Angela

Lukstein, Janis and Edward
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Marinkovich, Leah
Marinkovich, Mr. And Mrs. Ronald
Marlr, Betty

Marlr, Betty

McCarthy, Jim and Connie
McCreight, Louis R.
McDannold, Stephen and Linda
McJones, Madeleine
McJones, RW

Meng, Dick

Michetti, Bruno

Michetti, Bruno

Morgan, Kathleen

Nay, Dorrine

Newton, Karyl

Nunn, John

Omar, Osair and Barbora
Oneb, Charlie and Mary
Ott, Patricia

Papadakis, Angie

Patton, Bill and Sandy
Payne, Mr & Mrs Mark O.
Payne, Paul

Payne, Paul

Payne, Paul

Payne, Paul

Pehrson,

Peterson, Norman W.
Pfeil, Mark

Picarelli, Joseph, St. Paul's Lutheran Church
Pinkham, Dan and Vicki
Pisano, George A.

Porter, Jan

Powell, Marty & Charles
Pride Jr., Andrew

Pride, Angela

Quirarte, Vic

Quirarte, Vic

Quirarte, Vic

Quirarte, Vic

Randall, Jim

Rankin, Steve

Raue, Jorg and Anke
Rennick, Sydelle

Response to Comments

JN 10-034194

14-6

July 9, 2001



194.
195.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
201.
202.
203.
204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
2009.
210.
211.
212.
213.
214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.
221.
222.
223.
224,
225.
226.
227.
228.
229.
230.
231.
232.
233.
234.
235.
236.
237.

LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Reuben, Paula

Ross, Mary

Rothstein, Ronald M.D.
Russell, Howard and Marilyn
Satalich, Jack & Nina
Sattler, Alfred

Sattler, Barbara

Sattler, Barbara
Saunders, Ken and Seta
Saunders, Monica
Saunders, Stephanie
Schenasi, Laura Allman

Schoenfeld, John A. and Victoria V.

Schoenheider, Mary Jane
Shaw, Ann

Shaw, Ann

Shurm, Jerry

Spitz, Maria

Stahl, Gary and Pam
Stansfield, Arlene & Jim
Stefanides, Mr. And Mrs. Neil
Stegura, Debbie

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Steiger, Glen L.

Stenchjem, Patricia

Stern, Douglas

Stevens, Brent and Annette
Stevenson, lvan K.
Stevenson, lvan K.

Tolliffe, William

Tom, Mike

Trainor, Shelly J.

U8 Angels Girls Softball Team
Uhe, Jennifer

Vien, Leslie W.

Vitro, Anita

Von Nordenflycht, Arvid and Sue
Wachli, John and Marlis
Wall, Thomas E.
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Wannamaker, Clayton G.
Watters, Janet L.B.
Wersching, Jacob

Wessel, John

Wildman, Scott

Willard, Gregg and Jeanne
Woodcock, J.M.

Wright, Otis D. Il

Wuerker, Scotty

Wuerker, Scotty  SOCII Steering Committee
Yamada, Akemichi

Young, Alice S.

Young, Douglas

Zachman, Jill

Zambello, Erica

Zevin, Elizabeth

ORAL COMMENTS - MARCH 13, 2001 PUBLIC HEARING

254.
255.
256.
257.
258.
259.
260.
261.
262.
263.
264.
265.
266.
267.
268.
2609.
270.
271.
272.
273.
274.
275.
276.
277.

Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner
Commissioner Vannorsdall

Commissioner Long

Mike Mohler, Applicant

Barbara Gleghorn, Resident, Representing SOC Il
Jim Knight, Resident, Representing SOC I
George Gleghorn, Resident

Lois Larue, Resident

Paul Payne, Resident

Jim Hathaway, Resident

Bob Nelson, Resident, Representing Seabluff HOA
Vic Quirarte, Resident

Norma Knowles, Resident

Joseph Picarelli, Resident

Angie Papadakis, Resident

Jim Knight, Resident

Todd Anderson, Resident

Rowland Driskell, Resident

lan MacDonald, Resident

Bruce McGowan, Resident

David Tomblin, Resident

Dena Friedson, Resident, Representing SOC I
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278. Joan Carbonel, Resident

279. Stasys Petravicius, Resident

280. William Tolliffe, Resident

281. Barbara Sattler, Resident

282. Alfred Sattler, Resident

283. Lily Van Patten, Resident

284. Barry Holchin, Resident, Representing the PV/South Bay Sierra Club
285. Jess Morton, Resident, Representing the Coastal Conservation Coalition
286. Angelika Brinkmann Busi, Representing the SC CA Native Plant Society
287. Holly Cain, Resident

288. Robert Haase, Resident

289. Ann Shaw, Resident

290. Vice Chairman Clark, Planning Commissioner

291. Commissioner Mueller

292. Commissioner Paulson

293. Commissioner Cartwright

ORAL COMMENTS - 3/26/01 TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MEETING

294. Rowland Driskell, Resident
295. Dena Friedson, Resident
296. Tom Redfield, Resident
297. Wendy Force, City of Palos Verdes Estates Public Works Department
298. William Tolliffe, Resident
299. Ann Shaw, Resident

300. Action Taken

301. Member Covey

302. Member Paula Reuben
303. Member Hildebrand

304. Member Covey

305. Member Schurmer

306. Member Wall

307. Member Covey

308. Member Hildebrand

309. Member Hildebrand

310. Member Hildebrand

311. Mike Mohler

312. George Gleghorn
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JN 10-034194 14-9 July 9, 2001



LONG POINT RESORT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

313. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service (refer to Public
Agency Responses)

314. California Water Service Company (refer to Public Agency Responses)

315. South Coast Air Quality Management District (refer to Public Agency
Responses)

316. County of Los Angeles Fire Department (refer to Public Agency Responses)

Response to Comments
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA SN

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research P
State Clearinghouse s“ﬁ
Gray Davis Steve Niss
GOVERNOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIP'k PIRECTO
ECEIVED
DATE: February 13, 2001
FEB 20 2001
TO: David Snow

PLANNING, BUILDING,

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard & CODE EN'“nRCFMENT

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
RE: LongPoint Resort Project(General Plan Amendment #28Coastal Permit
#166,ConditionalUsePermit #215&216,Tentative Parcel Map # 26073 & Grading Permit
Nos.2229/2230

SCH#: 2000071076

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date:  February 6, 2001
Review End Date:  March 22, 2001

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:

California Coastal Commission

California Highway Patrol

Caltrans, District 7

Department of Boating and Waterways
Department of Conservation

Department of Fish and Game, Marine Region
Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Recreation

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Historic Preservation

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
Resources Agency

State Lands Commission

State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to your
attention on the date following the close of the review period.

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process.

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
916-445-0613  FAX 916-323-30I18 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML
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[ COMMENT NO. 1

California Native Plant Society

SOUTH COAST CHAPTER
April 5, 2001
City of Rancho Palos Verdes REC ﬁ%ﬁ EL
c/o Mr. David Snow '
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard APR 06 2001

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
PLANNMING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFGRGEMENT

Re: Draft EIR for the Long Point Resort Project

Dear Mr. Snow,

Thank you for giving the South Coast Chapter of The California Native Plant Society the
opportunity to comment on the voluminous DEIR for the above named project.
Although the document includes lengthy explanations of procedures, backgrounds and
definitions and contains many quotations from laws and plans, we found it completely 1A
inadequate regarding the compiled information on biological resources and the resulting
impact analysis. Consequently, we cannot agree that the project impacts after the
proposed mitigation would be less than significant.

In fact, we found so many questionable statements, that we hardly know where to start
with our comments.

Alternatives

At the first public hearing before the Planning Commission, we learned that the
developer has changed the preferred Alternative to the "Relocate Practice Center Option
"B" Alternative". Usually the preferred alternative is the one most thoroughly discussed
in a DEIR. Changing the preferred alternative makes it difficult to analyze this DEIR.
This is especially difficult since according to p. 7-27 for the new preferred alternative,

" ..further analysis (with grading plan) would be required to assess the adequacy of the
physical separation between the golf elements proposed under this alternative." The 1B
discussion concedes that this alternative would have more impact on the biological
resources than the original proposal. There would be more habitat fragmentation and the
third hole would intrude on mixed sage scrub habitat. However, a more detailed
evaluation is only possible with a specific grading plan. The mixed sage scrub area this
new alternative would impact shelters (according to Exhibit 5.3-2) specimens of Dudleya
virens, a special species plant. For these reasons the DEIR does not adequately address
the potential direct and indirect environmental impacts of the proposed project.
Interestingly, Table 7-1, Comparison of Alternatives contradicts the above quoted
statements about impacts in biological resources and lists less impacts on them than the
proposed project would have. ’

) Dedicated to the preservation of California native flova @
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According to p. 7-46, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is "No Resort Villas-
Option B", because of supposed reductions of significance of impacts on biological
resources. Table 7-1 shows less impacts on biological resources and aesthetics/glare from
this alternative than from the proposed project, while all the other environmental impacts
are equivalent to the proposed project. However, a comparison of the maps shows, that
the same areas are used as in the newly preferred alternative. No additional habitat is
proposed. So why is the conclusion made that this alternative has less impact on
biological resources?

According to Table 7-1, the most environmentally friendly alternative clearly is the Pt.
Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative which has much fewer impacts than the currently
proposed project alternative. Public Health and Safety impacts are equal, based on the
assumption that there may be hazardous materials on site from previous historic use that
have to be removed and the potential use for soccer, baseball and/or softball fields. Who
made the evaluations for this EIR? Even for the alternative discussions they contradict
each other.

The proposed project already includes another, privately owned parcel (CIGNA site) and
public open space. The DEIR includes alternatives that require the addition of even more
properties, including the Coast Guard site, and a piece of Lower Point Vicente (Relocate
Practice Facility-Option "A").

According to earlier statements by the developer, Lower Point Vicente public open space
was no longer to be considered due to strong public opposition, especially by docents and
supporters of the Pt. Vicente Interpretive Center. To our knowledge, the City did not
support the consideration of parts of lower Pt. Vicente into the proposed private
development. Since the addressed properties are not available to the developer, how can
these be feasible alternatives? These alternatives don't belong in the document, and
neither does the alternative using public open space in Upper Point Vicente, which is
opposed by a great many residents of the city.

We support the Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative that calls for protection of
the existing habitat on Upper Point Vicente and restoration of the majority of the

property. The facts clearly support it as the Environmentally Superior Alternative! This
alternative does not preclude the "No Project" Alternative, the already approved project
for the Long Point site. It is interesting that the developer points out the existing eyesore
at the blighted old Marineland site. The same developer is responsible for having left it in
its current state of disrepair. The developer could have improved the site years ago,
including the resort, restaurant, conference center, 50 casitas, tennis courts and the 9 hole
golf course and still maintains the permits to do so.

Biological Resources
Taxonomy
Supposedly, according to p. 5.3-1 the taxonomy used follows Hickman (1993) for

1C

1D

1E

1F

1G

1H
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scientific and common names. This is not consistently done in the report. For example
Hemizonia parryi ssp. australis is listed as "Centromadia parryi ssp. australis". Also
there are several misspellings. Aphanisma is constantly misspelled. Ashy-leaved
buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum) is spelled correctly a few times, but on several
occasions is erroneously referred to as Eriogonum cinerascens. Likewise there are
misspellings of names of animals. The report also frequently misspelled the scientific
name of the Palos Verdes Blue butterfly (Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis).
Such evidence of sloppiness concerns us.

Inadequate Data

Plant List

According to p. 5.3-1 all "Plant species observed were recorded in field notes". However,
this is the first DEIR that we have seen that doesn't even bother to include a list of all
observed.plants, or animals on the site. It is crucial information. This exclusion is
inexcusable and surely not because of any intent to keep the document short.

As a matter of fact, the lack of knowledge regarding the existing plant species on site
reveals itself in the absolutely unacceptable Plant Palette (Appendix II of the Long Point
Resort Permit Documentation), that the DEIR refers to (p. 5.3-42). Not only does that
palette include numerous invasive plant species that could in time significantly alter the
habitat areas abutting to the project site, but it proposes 23 plant species for the
conservation areas, 11 of which are plants that do not naturally occur on the Palos Verdes
Peninsula. Five plants are only named by their genus, which is much too vague, since
they have numerous different species that may be completely unsuitable to the area.
Worse, one of the named plants, Pride of Madeira (Echium fastuosum), is not even native
to California, but has proven to have the potential of spreading and naturalizing. This list
also proposes the use of Ceanothus cultivars in conservation areas. Ceaonothus species
do not naturally occur in the coastal sage scrub of the peninsula, they are chaparral
species. The use of cultivars, which are clones of a plant selected for its horticultural
value, is counterproductive to ecological restoration efforts. Many of the coastal sage
scrub plants that should have been included for restoration plantings in conservation
_areas were omitted.

Although we have not reviewed any other parts of the Long Point Resort Permit
Documentation the proposed Plant Palette is surely an indicator of the quality of the rest
of the repeatedly quoted LPHCP.

Surveys

According to the document surveys were conducted in August/September. This explains,
why one of the special plant species that occurs on the site, the Catalina Mariposa Lily
(Calochortus catalinea) was not observed.

According to p. 5.3-2, Dudek & Associates conducted focused plant surveys in 1998,
supposedly at a time, when most, if not all of the species would be evident. Which time
of the year were these surveys done? Why were the Dudek surveys neither attached to the

1H
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Initial Study, nor in the Appendix of the DEIR? We would like to know the dates and
details of that survey.

Butterfly Host Plants

We were a bit confused about the paragraph regarding butterfly host plants. It notes the
ashy-leaved buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum) as host plant for the El Segundo Blue
butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni). A related butterfly, a square spotted blue
subspecies endemic on the Palos Verdes Peninsula, lives on the ashy-leaved buckwheat.
However, the original El Segundo blue, which is described with its characteristic dune
habitat, feeds on the seacliff buckwheat, Eriogonum parvifolium. Which butterfly is the
report addressing here? Incidentally, Eriogonum parvifolium has been found in the past
on the bluffs of the Marineland site. Without the plant list we could not check if the
project consultants found the plant there recently.

Special Status Biological Resources

The DEIR includes a list of special status plant species that potentially could occur
within the project region, Interestingly, the list includes several species that are not
usually addressed in local EIR's. However, other special status plants, that are known to
occur on the Palos Verdes Peninsula were omitted. These include: Calandrinia maritima
(CNPS List 4), Calystegia peirsonii (CNPS List 4), and Dichondra occidentalis (CNPS
List 4). These species need to be properly addressed in the DEIR. Calochortus catalinea
was not observed, as noted earlier, but in fact is known to occur on the Upper Pt. Vicente
park.

Focused surveys should have been done already (what about the quoted Dudek focused
surveys? Where are their results?) and need to be part of the DEIR. How else is a
thorough evaluation of the impacts possible without the knowledge of how many of the
special status plants will be impacted? Instead this DEIR defers specifics to a later point.
This is not in concurrence with CEQA.

Inadequate Impact Analysis

Wildlife Corridor

On p. 5.3-11 the report defines wildlife corridor as ".. a piece of habitat, usually linear in
nature, that connects two or more habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or
isolated from each other." Following, it is explained that the "...native habitats (e.g.
coastal sage scrub) of the project site remain connected to larger areas of natural habitats
primarily to the east. One canyon remains immediately north of the UPVA portion of the
Project site that supports coastal sage scrub habitats." (p. 5.3-11) Still, the document
concludes that the project site does not contain wildlife corridors or wildlife crossings.
This is a contradiction that doesn't make any sense. In fact, the existing habitat on the
Upper Pt. Vicente site is, in our opinion, extremely important for habitat connection. The
impact evaluation regarding wildlife movement on p. 5.3-62 considers a potential
interference of project implementation with the movement of wildlife species. We agree

1J
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with that statement, but disagree with the report's evaluation that impacts would be less
than significant.

On p. 5.3-39 the documents states: "The steep cliffs of the RHA are also expected to
provide a narrow linkage for wildlife east and west of the site." We have always
emphasized the importance of the bluff vegetation and the necessity for their protection.
However, Exhibit 5.3-3 only shows habitat preservation on the west part of the bluffs.
Where is the connection to the east as described in the statement above?

Special Status Biological Resources

The impacts to special status species are not known yet, or at least they are not part of the
EIR as they should be. Despite this, the evaluation is made that after mitigation there will
be no significant impacts. Based on what?

The basic two proposed mitigation measures are:

0 a pre-construction survey, and

0 develop a mitigation plan. How will these two measures by themselves mitigate
impacts in special species populations? It is the implementation of protective measures
that could mitigate impacts, preferably the measure of impact avoidance of all special
status species.

The information regarding the California gnatcatcher, a federally listed species, could not
be more vague. According to p. 5.3-49 the species may be impacted and these impacts
are considered to be significant. "The Long Point Habitat and Conservation Plan
(LPHCP) has been developed and would be implemented to reduce these impacts to a
level of less than significant." How should we be able to evaluate this suggested
mitigation? The LPHCP is not part of this DEIR. The Plant Palette by itself alarms us.
Again, this is deferred mitigation which is not in accordance with CEQA.

Dr. Jon Atwood, the expert on California gnatcatchers, considers the Upper Point
Vicente property as key element for the dispersal of the California gnatcatcher. The
Resources Agencies have also voiced their opinions about the importance of the habitat
of Upper Point Vicente. Why is of this not mentioned in this DEIR?

Habitat

According to the DEIR the impact on native scrub is considered insignificant. However,
the proposed project will further fragment existing habitat. Except for Exhibit 5.3-4,
which also shows graded new habitat, we have no detailed grading map. Especially since
the preferred alternative has been changed, how can we evaluate the impact of grading?
This information should be contained in the DEIR. In addition, Exhibit 5.11-2 shows the
proposed Upper Point Vicente Area Infrastructure Plan. New water lines, sewer lines and
storm drains are proposed that cut through existing habitat. Their installation will surely
directly and indirectly impact these habitat areas, yet these impacts are not even
mentioned in the DEIR.
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Edge Effects

At one point (p. 5.3-59) edge effects are briefly addressed: "When development is
configured in a manner that creates a high ratio of development edge to natural open
space, there is an increase in the potential impacts caused by human use (indirect
impacts)." We agree with this statement. A look at Exhibit 5.3-4 shows, that the existing
habitat is going to be further fragmented by the proposed project and that even after
restoration the ratio of edge to habitat is very high. Why should such a fragmented mix of
golf course, and the diminished remnants of habitat be expected to be a better
environment for the existing animals than the existing scrub vegetation and abutting
grassland, which currently functions as documented habitat? It just doesn't make any
sense from an ecological point of view, especially since some of the narrow strips of
remaining habitat may be so compromised by edge effects, that their habitat value could
be lost. Taking such a risk seems particularly unjustified on the publicly owned land of
Upper Point Vicente.

Indirect Impacts

The report doesn't even consider the limitation of construction noise during the breeding
period from mid-February to mid-August. A 100 foot buffer area to mitigate construction
noise cannot be effective and is not sufficient.

Regarding night lighting, mostly the impact on nesting and roosting along cliffs and
rocky sea shore is addressed. But night lighting of the proposed driving range is likely to
also impact adjacent occupied gnatcatcher and cactus wren habitat? These impacts need
to be addressed and mitigation measures need to be proposed. If the applicant is going to
change the preferred alternative again the impacts of each alternative must be thoroughly
addressed in this DEIR.

Fencing of Natural Habitat

To mitigate potential impacts by golfers, fencing is addressed on p. 5.3-61. However, the
fencing issue of native habitat was not mentioned under potential aesthetic impacts.
Fences could not only impact the views but could also impact wildlife movement and
need to be addressed in the document. Whether fencing will be sufficient to deter
intrusion into habitat areas also needs to be evaluated.

Mitigation Measures

Special Status Biological Resources

The mitigation measures for special status biological resources need to include the
replacement ratio for impacted plants and plant communities.

Regarding Dudleya virens it is suggested as a mitigation measure to collect the corms
and seeds of impacted plants. Seeds are proposed to be broadcasted at a prepared
mitigation site and a minimum of 60 % germination is expected as performance criteria.
Would it not be easier if plants are grown from seeds in a controlled environment and
then planted out into the restoration areas? How will that 60 % germination success be
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evaluated? In the end, the germination success is much less important than the number of
plants that will be able to reach maturity.

If other special status plants are found in a pre-construction survey, "..mitigation
measures shall be developed in consultation with the appropriate resource agencies.."
(5.3-1b, p. 5.3-65). The public must be allowed to comment on these proposed mitigation
measures before permits are granted.

Regarding box-thorn and sea blite it is suggested that "..these plants would be included in
the seed mixes for revegetation of coastal bluff..." (p. 5.3-47). First of all, the bluffs
should not be revegetated, but ecologically restored. Revegetation just means re-planting
and does not necessarily entail site specific local native plants. Second, seeding of the
steep bluffs would be quite difficult and results are likely to be questionable. Third, but
not least,-all seeds need to be collected only from local native plant populations and
should not be allowed to come from outside sources.

Sensitive Natural Communities

The document implies that mitigation measures, especially the so-called "revegetation”
will not only lessen the impacts to an insignificant level, but even improve and increase
the habitat areas.

According to p. 5.3-42 , the LPHCP "...would include 16.80 acres of restored and newly
created habitat within Recreation Areas of the UPVA as mitigation for impacts to 4.91
acres of coastal sage scrub habitat in the UPVA and 0.10 acre of coastal bluff scrub in the
RHA." Restoration areas should be overlapped by a conservation easement. There are no
long term guarantees for restored and newly created habitat areas within areas with a
recreational overlay. The majority of what is being claimed as newly created coastal sage
scrub would be landscaping for the golf course rather than habitat areas. The new
"habitat" areas would either be fragmented by the golf course or delineate its boundaries.
Much of the newly created habitat will be in graded areas, where it will be harder to
successfully establish native plants, than in areas where the top soil is left undisturbed.
There is no guarantee that the newly created habitat will be able to fulfill the needed
functions. How can this be sufficient mitigation?

The calculation that 16.80 acres represent a replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 is more than
questionable. It does not consider, that there also should be mitigation for the increasing
habitat fragmentation and for the time period necessary to establish habitat. Only time
will tell if the habitat quality would be comparable.

Based on the above analysis, the declaration that with the additional 22.94 acres
preserved coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub and rocky shore/bluff the compensation

ratio is over 7 to 1 is completely absurd. Avoidance of sensitive resources is the preferred |

mitigation and can not be double counted for habitat removal.

The discussed ratio relates to the mitigation of only 5 acres of impacted scrub. However,
a total of 90 acres native and non-native vegetation types would be impacted "...that
provide valuable nesting, foraging, roosting, and denning opportunities for a wide variety
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of wildlife species” (p. 5.3-58 DEIR).

According to mitigation measure 5.3-2a, "the LPHCP shall be implemented ... to the
satisfaction of the City. The Program shall contain habitat restoration and enhancement
design details for the Conservation Planning Areas through revegetation with drought-
tolerant species, transitional areas of planting..., and design for long term sustainability."
(p.5.3-67). We have already pointed out how unacceptable and unscientific the proposed
Plant Palette is for conservation areas. A HCP first needs to be approved, not only to the
satisfaction of the City, but by the Resource Agencies and with public input.
Revegetation with drought tolerant species is not sufficient for restoration purposes.
Revegetation of habitat or restoration has to be done with suitable local native plant
species, propagated from local plant stock.

In addition, a mitigation measure should be included that prohibits the use of invasive
non-native plant species in the landscaping.

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Measure 5.3-2h, Monitoring Plan, asks that with successful restoration coverage prior to
five years the Applicant may request to be released from monitoring requirements.
However, restoration monitoring and evaluation should be done for a minimum of five
years, preferably longer.

Paragraph 13.0 quotes a mitigation monitoring table listing the measures that may be
included as conditions of approval. However, in our copy this table is missing. The text
doesn't detail the monitoring program. Since it is specifically quoted that guidelines for
implementing mitigation monitoring requirements shall be defined prior to final
certification of the EIR, according to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code,
where is that information for public input?

In addition this paragraph ends with "The developer will have the responsibility for
implementing the measures, and the various City of Rancho Palos Verdes departments
will have the primary responsibility for monitoring and reporting the implementation of
the mitigation measures."(p. 13-1). To monitor restoration or species protection measures
a qualified biologist will be needed. The City does not have a biologist on staff.
Additional experts may be needed for other fields . In our recollection of previous
developments, it was the developer who would hire an independent biologist for
monitoring. The City needs to insist that the Long Point developers will also fulfill the
monitoring requirements. The City, however, still needs to supervise and check the
monitoring.

Natural Community Conservation Plan

According to paragraph 5.3-4, there are no impacts to any local policies or plans
protecting biological resources. This is based on the statement, that there is currently no
adopted HCP, NCCP, or other local plan. While no plan is yet adopted, the developer is
well aware of the local NCCP planning process. One alternative of the NCCP includes
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Upper Point Vicente within the preserve system. In fact, in the latter paragraph the DEIR
states: "The proposed Project is consistent with the preferred preserve design and the
Project Applicant is participating landowner in the NCCP program." (P. 5.3-63). But
what preferred alternative is addressed here? The proposed project may be consistent
with the developers preferred preserve design, but the city has not yet identified its
preferred preserve design alternative. The project is clearly not consistent with the
ecologically preferred preserve design. This project proposal clearly is trying to influence
the NCCP outcome, which is unacceptable.

On the other hand, the DEIR plays it both ways and uses the proposed NCCP in addition
to the vague proposed mitigation measures for implementation of this project to evaluate
the cumulative impacts as less than significant.

Hydrology and Drainage

There were obviously 2 Conceptual Drainage System Schematics planned to be included,
for Discharge Point 1 and 2. While the pages are reserved for these Exhibits they are
missing in our copy of the DEIR.

To sum up, we strongly feel that this DEIR is inadequate and interferes with the NCCP
process. In addition, a General Plan amendment would be needed to change the passive
recreational use for Upper Point Vicente to active recreational use. The community has
clearly and repeatedly voiced that it would like to see the enhancement of the public
Upper Point Vicente site for habitat and mostly passive recreational use. That Upper
Point Vicente Park Enhancement proposal is included in this DEIR as an alternative and
is clearly the environmental superior alternative, even though it is not acknowledged as
such by this DEIR.

Therefore we urge you to maintain the Upper Point Vicente site for passwe recreational
and habitat use and deny the project's applications for a General Plan Amendment,
Conditional Use permit and the grading permit on UPVA.

We could not help but wonder, if the excessive amount of paper in this document is not
supposed to provide a smoke screen and filler to distract from the real and often
inadequate information given within in this document. Perhaps the title "Preliminary
Draft EIR" was not a mistake after all.

Sincerely,
J ZOMW %“2&

Angehka Brinkmann-Busi

Conservation Chair, South Coast Chapter
2141 West 35th Street, San Pedro, CA 90732
(310) 519-8164
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CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY PALOS VERDES DIST.
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5701 » [3)0)377-5525 » F mopﬁgg E %5 E '*

APR 05 2001
April 5, 2001 PLANNING, BUILDING,
’ & CODE ENFORCEMENT
Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: The Long Point Resort:

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Plenning Commissjoner:

As a member of the Palos Verdes Peninsula Business community and the Chairman Elect
for the Palos Verdes Chamber of Commerce, I understand the iraportance in developing
the Long Point property. To allow it to remain undeveloped would be a missed
opportunity for our community. The plan to establish another top-notch resott like the

Ocean Trails Golf Club would only help to make the Palos Verdes Peninsula a more .
attractive destination location. 2A

The added revenue to local businesses and the city should also be a consideration when
making this decision, .

California Water Service has supported communities that they serve since 1926. We look

forward to a co-operative community effort to enhance the once beautiful Long Point
aren.

@w%w

Donald B. Jenisen
District Manager

ANGELES + HEBMOSAEDONDO » KEUM RIVERL VAUEY - IOMNG CITY - LIVERMOR
DISTRIC? OFFICEEs ANTRAOPE VALLEY « BAKERSRELD » SEAR GULOH » Q4CO - DRION » DOMNGUET + EAST 105 N . B WO
105 ALTOS SUBURBAN  MARYSVILE » MID-PENINSIAA « OROVILLE + PALOS VERDES » REDWOQD VALLEY - SALINAS + SELMA + SOUTH SAN FRANGISCO + STOCKTOM + YISALLA - WESTLAKE - WRLS



CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY PALOS VERDES DISTRICT
5837 CREST ROAD WEST

RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5701 » {310)377-5525 » F {310}544-4963 COMMENT NO- 31 4

April 13, 2001

Mr. David Snow - EﬁEE W e

Deputy Director

City Rancho Palos Verdes 1o APR 16 ?_Gm

30940 Hawthorne Blvd '

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275 RV NG,
. CQDE £ ORCEMENT

Subject: Long Point Project E.LR.

Furnishing water service to the subject property will not have a significant affect upon our present or future
supply. Primary service would be provided from our existing 12-inch main on the south side of Palos

Verdes Drive South or utilizing existing 12-inch main which parallels through the existing property or the 314A
installation of new facilities, which would be in accordance with the California Public Utilities Commission
main extension rules.

The subject property and other proposed development in the coastal area to the north and east are within a
pressure zone needing additional pumped storage for more reliable and efficient operation of that portion of
our system. The amount of storage needed to improve the existing system and satisfy anticipated future
development within the zone would be three to five million gallons. The storage facility would be
constructed at California Water Service expense.

: . 314B
A site of one to two acres would be needed to accommodate pumping facilities and a steel tank
approximately 30 to 35 feet high and 130 to 150 feet in diameter. The tank would be surrounded by an
earth berm and landscaped to minimize visual impact.

As more customers come on line with this zone our pumping cost will become very excessive under current
operating conditions. Also, as the number of customers increases it is desirable to have storage facilities
closer to the point of use.

Hopefully you can resubmit this in your E.LR. report. If additional information is needed or as more
specific plan develop, please do not hesitate to contact us. The contact person should be:

Mr. Donald B. Jensen
5837 Crest Road West
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275
Phone (310) 541-2438

Sincerely,

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY

ey i
Peter Akhotnikoff
General Superintendent

DISTRICT OFFICES: ANTELOPE VALLEY « BAKERSFIELD » BEAR GULCH + CHICO - DIXON » DOMINGUEZ + EAST LOS ANGELES » HERMOSA-REDONDO « KERN RIVER VALEY « KING CITY « LIVERMORE +
LOS ALTOS SUBURBAN + MARYSVILLE « MID-PENINSULA « OROVILLE « PALOS VERDES + REDWOOD VALLEY » SALINAS » SELMA « SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO « STOCKTON - VISALIA » WESTLAKE » WILLOWS
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March 21, 2001 PLANNING, BUILDING
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Mr. David Snow, AICP _

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: LONG POINT RESORT INITIAL STUDY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

Dear Mr. Snow:

The City of Palos Verdes Estates has reviewed the Environmental Impact Report for the
proposed Long Point Resort project. Upon review, the City maintains its position of deep
concern with the proposed project and its significant impacts on the City of Palos Verdes
Estates. :

The traffic analysis provided in the Environmental Impact Report is illogical and makes
improper assumptions regarding anticipated traffic patterns. Anticipated volumes from
the project along Palos Verdes Drive West, through the City of Palos Verdes Estates, are
unreasonably low, not reflecting the true traffic volumes which should be expected, thus, 3A
masking the significant traffic impacts which would be experienced by the City of Palos
Verdes Estates, should this project be approved. In addition, the report does not provide
any analysis for the intersection of Via Corta and Palos Verdes Drive West. This
intersection is utilized far beyond its capacity, requiring the City to provide a police
officer for traffic control every weekday morning and causing traffic jams on Palos
Verdes Drive up to a mile in length.

Exhibit G shows the project trip distribution. The graphic predicts that 45% of traffic
exiting the site will travel east on Palos Verdes Drive South, towards San Pedro. The
remaining 55% of traffic exiting the site is predicted to travel west on Palos Verdes Drive
South, towards Hawthorne Boulevard. We strongly disagree with this model of trip
distribution. It is unreasonable to assume that nearly half of trips generated by the project
will access the project from the south. We expect that a much higher percentage of
project trips would originate from the north.

340 Palos Verdes Drive West, Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274 (310) 378-0383



Mr. David Snow
Page 2
March 21, 2001

Exhibits E and F depict existing peak hour traffic volumes. During both time periods, the
data indicates that of the existing northbound traffic on Palos Verdes Drive South
approaching the intersection with Hawthorne Boulevard, 50% continues to travel north
along Palos Verdes Drive West in the morning (286 of 574 total vehicles) and 49%
continues to travel north along Palos Verdes Drive West in the afternoon (239 of 491
total vehicles), and through Palos Verdes Estates. Exhibits I and J provide the peak hour
traffic volumes expected to be generated by the project. Here the numbers suggest that of
the project northbound traffic on Palos Verdes Drive South approaching the intersection
with Hawthorne Boulevard, only 18% is anticipated to continue north along Palos Verdes
Drive West in the morning (12 of 66 total vehicles) and 18% is anticipated to travel north
along Palos Verdes Drive West in the afternoon (25 of 139 vehicles). It is improper to
assume that trip distribution will not follow existing trip distribution patterns and routes.
We disagree with these traffic volume projections, and expect that instead, approximately
half of the traffic generated by the project traveling westbound on Palos Verdes Drive
South, should be expected to continue northbound along Palos Verdes Drive West and
through the City of Palos Verdes Estates. Based on the peak hour volumes presented, we
would expect the project to contribute an additional 33 vehicles to the morning peak hour
volume northbound on Palos Verdes Drive West, which corresponds to a 6% increase.
Similarly, we would expect the project to contribute an additional 69 vehicles to the
afternoon peak hour volume northbound on Palos Verdes Drive West, which corresponds
to an 18% increase. Southbound traffic would experience a /5% increase during the
morning peak hour and a /6% increase during the afternoon peak hour. Please note that
these figures are a conservative estimate as they do not factor in the additional trips due
to the errant assumption described in the previous paragraph.

The City of Palos Verdes Estates is very concerned with existing traffic conditions on
Palos Verdes Drive West. The City is currently implementing traffic calming measures
at the south City entrance on Palos Verdes Drive West to quell excessive speeds from
motorists already traveling from Rancho Palos Verdes into Palos Verdes Estates. At the
intersection of Palos Verdes Drive West and Via Corta, the City has implemented traffic
calming measures and provided police-directed traffic control during peak hours. The
City is making significant efforts to improve existing traffic conditions; any increase to
traffic volumes on Palos Verdes Drive West simply cannot be handled by the City of
Palos Verdes Estates.

The Traffic Study technical appendices contain a letter dated May 24, 2000 from LSA
Associates regarding the revised project trip generation, internal circulation design and
parking demand analysis. The letter states that the trip distribution figures are based on
“marketing strategies provided by the project team and employee origins.” This rationale
is extremely vague and unconvincing.

In addition, we maintain our previously stated concerns regarding the following issues
related to the construction process:
e Wide and Heavy Loads/ Haul Route: The City of Palos Verdes Estates does not
issue wide and heavy load permits to vehicles which do not have destinations
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Mr. David Snow
Page 3
March 21, 2001

within the City, per our Municipal Code. All trucks transporting equipment and
materials during construction must be routed outside of Palos Verdes Estates.

e Traffic During Construction: The City of Palos Verdes Estates requires that all
construction traffic be diverted outside of Palos Verdes Estates.

In summary, the City of Palos Verdes Estates maintains serious concerns with the Long
Point Resort Project. We respectfully request that our concerns be considered and that
the project be denied if these impacts are not effectively addressed and mitigated.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project.

Sincerely,

503

Allan Rigg, P.E.
Director of Planning and Public Works

cC: James B. Hendrickson, City Manager
Timm Browne, Police Chief
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March 27, 2001

vir. David Snow, AICP

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: LONG POINT RESORT INITIAL STUDY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

Dear Mr. Snow:

Since our previous comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the proposed Long Point Resort project were submitted, an additional item has come
about that should also be taken into account. As you may know, the Palos Verdes
Intermediate School District has just approved a plan that will convert the current Palos 4A
Verdes Intermediate School into a high school and reopen the Margate School as an
intermediate school. These changes will have a significant impact on traffic volumes and
patterns within the cities of Palos Verdes Estates and Rancho Palos Verdes and should be
taken into account in the final EIR that is prepared for the proposed project.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this project.
Sincerely,

0w, b

Allan Rigg
Director of Planning and Public Works

cc: James B. Hendrickson, City Manager
Timm Browne, Police Chief

340 Palos Verdes Drive West, Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274 (310) 378-0383
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April 6, 2001
APR 06 2001
IS ]
Mr. David Snow ’ }; &’ggg”{l’@, BUILDING,
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission S LWUUE ENFORCEMENT
30940 Hawthome Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project
Dear Mr. Snow;

The Coastal Conservation Coalition, though not opposed 1o an environmentally sound redevelopment of
Long Point, is unalterably opposed to projects with profound deleterious effects on local wildlife and
habitat values. When they involve the loss of high-value habitat on public lands, such as is the case here
with proposed conversion of Upper Point Vicente Area (UPVA) to private use, we are most disfressed.
And when that same conversion jeopardizes the success of the City’s own Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (NCCP), our distress verges on outrage.

Before going into a detailed critique of the Long Point EIR, we must stress the incompatibility of its
“preferred” alternative(s) with the goals of the NCCP. The ultimate success of the NCCP depends on
how well it can provide for the continuation of viable populations of the members species which make up
the local coastal sage scrub ecosystem. Two birds, California gnatcatcher and cactus wren, and two
butterflies, Palos Verdes blue and EI Segundo blue, are of especial concern for the Long Point project. If

the project is not to come into direct conflict with either the NCCP or the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 5A
it must avoid impacts 1o these species. When UPVA is included in the project, we do not see how this can
be done.

It has been suggested that problems can be avoided by using a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), such as
was used for Ocean Trails. We doubt this. The Ocean Trails HCP was created before the NCCP was
initiated here, but was nevertheless intended to fit into, or at least be compatible with, the final NCCP
program. We cannot see how an HCP can be cobbled together for Long Point which could integrate with
NCCP goals and objectives. Certainly, the City, as lead agency for the NCCP should not countenance
such a plan. We certainly would not.

If, as we believe, the project as described in the “preferred” alternative(s) is inconsistent with a successful
NCCP, then we suggest that the criteria used to assess these alternatives be reexamined. Either the stated
desire that the project be consistent with the NCCP should be adhered to, or it should be dropped. If the
NCCP is to be honored, then we think that some of the other project objectives need to be modified. We
should note here that we have taken the liberty fo pluralize “preferred alternatives” as there seems tobe a
conflict at the moment between the draft EIR and the developers as to which alternative the EIR should

1
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actually justify.
If we are to take the developer’s most recent selection of “preferred” alternative (pg. 7-27 et seq.), we
find it instructive to draw a comparison between the amenities offered by that alternative and the “no
project” alternative, which actually calls for the implementation of the currently entitled redevelopment
project. ‘

“No Project” Amenities - “No Resort Villas, Option B” Amenities

400 Bed Hotel 400 Bed Hotel

9-Hole Golf Course 9-Hole Golf Course

50 Casitas 50 Casitas

25,000 sq. ft. Spa/fitness Center 25,000 sq. ft. Spa/fitness Center

30,000 sq. fi. Conference Center 65,000 sq. fi. Banquet Meeting Center

30,000 sq. ft. Market Cafe

8 Tennis Courts 4 Tennis Courts

7 Swimming pools/Jacuzzis
Parking Structure 5B

Public Park, Walks and Paths* Public Park, Walks and Paths

$500,000 for San Pedro Youth Hostel*®

Dedication of new public land Taking of 60+ acres of public land

* Conditions added by the California Coastal Commission to the Monaghan Project
(i.e. the “no project” alternative) as a result of our appeal of the project to the
Commission.

Except for the way in which the two alternatives freat public land, and the exchange of a promised
$500,000 for a parking structure, the two would appear to be similar quantitatively. No doubt qualitative
issues will be raised by project proponents, but it is clear from the alternative offered in Section 7.9, the
“Point Vicente Park Enhancement” alternative, that powerfull and convincing arguments can be put ,
forward to counterbalance--and in our opinion, overwhelm--them. When one adds the fact that 1/3 of the
project area depends on the use of public land which contains some of the most valuable natural habitat in
the City, it is difficult for us fo understand why anyone but the developers would consider the project a
public benefit. Certainly, the designation in Section 7.10 of the No Resort Villas, Option B as “the
environmentally superior Alternative” is erroneous.

We see no discussion in the EIR on how this project meets low income housing requirements under State

law. 5C
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COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC EIR SECTIONS

A SOL 2L DA E I AL R B S

5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

We have a number of concems with this section. There is no sound evidence put forward to support the
conclusion drawn on pg. 5.3-62, under Cumulative Impacts, that “Project implementation would not
result in significant biological impacts,” however effective the mitigation measures implemented might
be. The suggestion at the top of the next page, that the City can go forward with project approval under
the NCCP’s 5% rule seems to ignore that the City has none of the 5% left. Nor is there justification for
the assumption in the next paragraph that a “proposed” Long Point HCP will be sufficient. And if that is
not adequate, we are assured, on pg. 5.3-63, that this project fits into the “preferred” NCCP alternative
currently being discussed. Not only is that particular alternative merely one of five so far put forward, it 1s
unacceptable to the environmental community precisely because it allows for the loss of habitat on UPVA
which we are certain is crucial to the NCCP’s successful outcome.

Page 5.3-25 & 26 Invertebrates; also Section 5.3-1: El Segundo Blue Butterfly

Although most attention on endangered butterflies is concentrated on the Palos Verdes blue, we think that
the El Segundo blue (ESB) must be thoroughly assessed for this particular project. The discussion in the
EIR is erroneous and leads to the incorrect assumption that ESB is irrelevant to the Long Point
development. Furthermore, this particular issue is one that we have not yet dealt with in the NCCP, so
must be considered at length in this EIR—and HCP, should one be proposed.

" On the Palos Verdes Peninsula, we have two forms of the square-spotted blue butterfly, Euphilotes

battoides. These two are closely related genetically and morphologically, and may be the same species.
The coastal form is the endangered El Segundo blue E. b. allyni, which feeds on coastal dunes
buckwheat, Eriogonum parvifolium. Its main population is in the LAX area, but small numbers can be
found on the peninsula south to at least bluff cove. The larval host food plant is generally found on coastal
dunes, but locally has adapted to certain sirata along our coastal bluffs, and has been reliably reported to
exist, or have recently existed, on the Long Point property. Although several miles south of the known
limit for its occurrence, the El Segundo blue cannot be ruled out as being present at Long Point. It should
be checked for during the expected flight season, late June through August, and if present, can be
provided for in project planning, since it probably will be both highly local and in a relatively inaccessible
area.

The second form should be considered Euphilotes battoides near allyni, if not actually allyni. In either
case, this population needs to be protected. Although it occurs in a number of places around the
peninsula, its fotal population is much lower than that of the El Segundo blue colonies around LAX. The
larva of this butterfly feeds on ashy-leaved buckwheat, E. cinereum, which is found in some abundance
on UPVA, and has been reported on Long Point. It is likely that this butterfly is established on UPVA.
This needs to be verified as part of the EIR, and measures need to be established to protect them if they

3
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occur. Whether this can be done in conjunction with building a golf course is highly problematic. If an
HCP is proposed for the area, we believe this butterfly must be treated as an endangered species.

Pg. 5.3-33 and elsewhere: Coastal California Gnatcatcher

The discussion here is incomplete with respect to the importance of the UPVA population of California
gnatcatchers. Jon Atwood, then of the Manomet Bird Observatory, pointed out that his studies showed the
UPVA site fo be a crucial breeding ground for gnatcatchers. Its relative isolation from disturbance and
feral animals make the site a particularly successful breeding area. The result is that large numbers of
young birds are able to fill in for the losses sustained among breeding bird populations in other parts of
the peninsula. The loss of UPVA would be a severe blow to the NCCP and its chances for success.

Considerable store has been set on habitat restoration programs to mitigate for the destruction of intact
habitat, especially with respect to the California gnatcatcher. Results from the efforts on Ocean Trails are
encouraging--at least with respect fo this one species-—-but hardly conclusive. Since the peninsula-wide
Manomet breeding bird studies ended, there are no data to show how the increase in birds on Ocean
Trails, Shoreline Park and the switchbacks is correlated to gnatcatcher populations elsewhere. Nor do we
have anything to show that success will continue when golf and other active uses of the area commence.
And, of course, we need to recognize that this kind of restoration, though well intentioned, is aimed ata
very few or the hundreds of species that constitute an intact coastal sage scrub ecosystem. To suppose
that habitat restoration will somehow offset loss of pristine UPVA habitat is simply to ignore reality.

Section 5.3-3 Wildlife Movement

We completely disagree with the conclusion drawn on page 5.3-62 that this project will have less than
significant impacts on wildlife movement. The statement may be valid if the project does not incorporate
UPVA, but the loss of UPVA as habitat would be disastrous for the movement of wildlife and the
completeness of a working NCCP. As pointed out above, UPVA is a critical part of the peninsula-wide
coastal sage scrub complex. Although the NCCP does not include Palos Verdes Estates as a pariner, the
habitat there cannot be ignored simply because it is politically convenient to do so. We think that wildlife
corridors must be maintained from the south side of the peninsula fo the west side. At present, the
corridor hangs by two threads held together by the UPVA habitat. There is no longer a connection across
the top of the hill into Agua Amarga Canyon because neither Rancho Palos Verdes nor Rolling Hills
Estates strove to maintain one. Now we must rely on Rancho Palos Verdes to hold on to what is left. This
EIR needs to identify this crucial aspect of the NCCP’s integrity and recognize that the habitat on UPVA
must be protected.

Section 5.3-5: Cumulative Impacts

We believe that the EIR analysis referred to, from which the conclusion is drawn that “Project
implementation would not result in significant biological impacts with implementation of the specified
4
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mitigation and the City’s development of the NCCP program,” is so flawed that the opposite conclusion
should be drawn. If UPVA is included in this project, not only will there be unmitigatable impacts but the
NCCP will be severely compromised. It is precisely because development has eaten up so much of the
coastal sage scrub that once existed around City Hall, thaf loss of any more could lead to the collapse of
what is left. Only approval of a truly comprehensive NCCP can offer any hope of protecting what is left,
consequently there is no justification for considering a project independent of it.

On page 5.3-63, we see once again a reference fo some hypothetical HCP, which is supposed to address
the incompatibility of this project with the NCCP. It seems unlikely that any such HCP will be approved
in the foreseeable future, simply because it cannot address the issues raised by the loss of UPVA as
existing and heavily used habitat. Furthermore, we believe that the final NCCP habitat reserve design will
include UPVA, simply because the NCCP cannot succeed without it. For these reasons, we must also
disagree with the last assertion in this section that project impacts on biological resources can be reduced
fo a less than significant level. On the contrary, as long as UPVA is part of this project, biological
resources will be irredeemably lost.

Pg. 7-15: No Project Alternative; Ability to Meet Project Objectives

It is stated in the EIR that this alternative “would only partially fulfill” the project’s objectives for meeting
open space and trails objectives. No attempt is made to justify this assertion by comparing the relative
numbers and lengths of trails, especially if one combines the trails added to the original Monaghan project
with the possibilities outlined in the conceptual plan offered under the Point Vicente Park Enhancement
alternative. We believe that if there are alternatives that do not offer adequate trails, they are among those
 that require the conversion of the public land of UPVA fo private use. The statement made in the EIR that
the alternative in question does not “provide for a variety of public open spaces” is simply wrong.

Pg. 7-46: Point Vicente Park Enhancement; Ability to Meet Project Objectives

We disagree with the assessment that this alternative can not meet all of the Project Objectives established
in Section 3.4. Since this is a stand alone proposal for UPVA, it does not preclude the “No Project”
alternative, which would involve the redevelopment of the site according to the existing permit conditions.
The combination meets all objectives. Indeed this combination is the only way in which all Project
Objectives can be met. All other alternatives, despite assertions to the contrary on pages 7-26 and 7-27, fail.
Thank you for your consideration of our concemns.

Sincerely yours,

Kay Bara

1 Peppertree Drive, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 (310) 541-1914, FAX (310) 541-4807
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COUNTY OF 'S ANGELES ® DEPARTMENT OF HEA. _ | servicEFOMMENT NO. 6

‘ ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ' ﬁs
MOUNTAIN & RURAL \ WATER, SEWERAGE & SUBDIVISION CONTROL PROGRAMS

2525 Corporate Place, Room 150, Monterey Park, CA 91754-7631

(323) 881-4147/4158
FAX (323) 269-4327 E@Eg %&'
FEB 12 2001
July 21, 2000 ‘ P"-“\fw‘a Nu BUILDING

David Snow, AICP

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Department of Planning

Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275

Re:  Long Point Resort, CUP Nos. 215, 216

Dear Mr. Snow:

This is in response to the Environmental Impact Report for the above referenced property.
This Department has reviewed the environmental documents provided and is satisfied that the 6A
concerns of water supply and wastewater treatment have been adequately addressed. We have no -

further comments at this time.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me at 323-881-4157.

Very truly yours,

agener, Chief
Mpountain & Rural / Water & Sewage Program
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y COMMENT NO. 7

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT REVIEW NOTICE

FEB 12 gy
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT i

ANNING, gy,
| / & CODE g7 QRCL%’ST
Current Date: 2»1(0‘0\

Name/Tidle _DAVID SNOW, A100

of;’im;nou CITY OF RANutd Paos Vevtles /0EPT. OF Plop %’t}bdg g Cbbe enfbreement
Address 2094y oRNe BLUD.

City M@@sm Lf  Zip Qo5

We received the following environmental document on \2,&0/ D /

Document Title: Pf‘ﬁl\W\\r@\" DRAFT 2oy) ElQé APenDIL @’VO A‘S@'\'
Y28, CORSTR PoiT# | b, COPLF2 153711,
22244 2230 SR 200001107 (PUIED PN D)

will be defajedffdue to one or more of the

We afe &ithér-unabié to respond 4t i tivte orour fSpons
followmg reasons:

The above document was not received in time to develop a response by the requested date of
. We will respond as soon as we can.
K AR i sie s

environmental documents are needed to ensure a umely rcsponse (they mustbbe receive
same time, please send them together) Plensee %g X 128

Our r&sponse has been delayed bya major emergency. The staff who would normaﬂy revi ;
document are or have been assigned to major emergencies. Thank you for your understandmg

The document was improperly addressed. Pl&se send future environmental documents to the
address shown below:

County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Forestry Division, Rm. 123

5823 Rickenbacher Road -

Commerce, CA 90040

The County is the lead agency for this project. An EIR deposit fee of $1 ,000 must be deposited -
- with our Financial Management Division prior to the release of our response.

Sbould you have any questions regarding this memo, please call us at (323) 890-4330.

Eifucm K22 (Word) lenn Lajore, Alef
| * %1@50% e
e, (A Ql‘ﬂw
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COMMENT NO. 8
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

FIRE DEPARTMENT REE EIV ED

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 890-4330 MAR 19 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN & CODE ENFORCEMENT
;gSECS”T“EE: & FIRE WARDEN

March 15, 2001

David Snow, AICP

City of Rancho Palos Verdes .
Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Snow:

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - (CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES)
COASTAL PERMIT #166, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #215 &216, TENTATIVE
TRACT MAP #26073, GPA #28, GRADING PERMIT #2229 & 2230, SCH #2000071076
“LONG POINT RESORT” -- (EIR #1072/2001)

The Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Long Point Resort Project has been reviewed by the
Planning, Land Development, and Forestry Divisions of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The
following are their comments:

PLANNING SECTION:

The report states (p. 5.11-12) that the project “...would not warrant the construction of new fire protection
related facilities, nor would it result in the need for alteration of existing facilities.” That is an inaccurate
representation of our 8/14/2000 letter in response to the Notice of Preparation. shown in Appendix 15.1. This 8A
project, in combination with cumulative -impact of related projects, may require additional fire protection
facilities, equipment, and/or staffing. Our letter requested the square footage of proposed additions to and
removals from the existing building stock. In the absence of such information, it remains difficult to assess the
impact of this project on the adequacy of service.

LAND DEVELCPMENT UNIT:

The following comments, regarding this project, are in addition to the conditions that were detailed in the letter 8B
dated August 14, 2000 (EIR #943/2000, please see attached copy of letter).

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURAHILLS  BRADBURY  CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LAMIRADA  MALIBU POMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CALABASAS  DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LAPUENTE  MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES ~ SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD ~ NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK  CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER  PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES ~ TEMPLE CITY

BELL CLAREMONT  GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE ~ PALOS VERDES ESTATES ~ ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS ~ COMMERCE  GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE ~ LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE

WHITTIER



Mr. David Snow, AICP
March 15, 2001
Page 2

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access roadways, with
an all weather surface of not less than the prescribed width, unobstructed, clear-to-sky. The roadway shall be
extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls when measured by an unobstructed route around
the exterior of the building.

When a bridge is required, to be used as part of a fire access road, it shall be constructed and maintained in
accordance with nationally recognized standards and designed for a live load sufficient to carry a minimum of
75,000 pounds.

The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15% except where the topography makes it impractical to keep
within such grade, and then an absolute maximum of 20% will be allowed for up to 150 feet in distance. The
average maximum allowed grade, including topography difficulties, shall be no more than 17%. Grade breaks
shall not exceed 10% in 10 feet.

Turning radii shall not be less than 42 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the centerline of the road.
A fire department approved turning area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and at
the end of all cul-de-sacs. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

1. No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a public fire hydrant.

2. No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet vi°a vehicular access from a properly spaced public fire
hydrant.

3. When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet on a commercial street, hydrants shall be required at the corner

and mid-block. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.
4, A cul-de-sac shall not be more than 500 feet in length, when serving land zoned for commercial use.
5. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided at the end of a cul-de-sac.
HIGH-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL:

When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet, hydrants will be required at the corner and mid-block. Additional
hydrants will be required if the hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

Turning radii shall not be less than 42 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the centerline of the road.
A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and
at the end of all cul-de-sacs.

8B



Mr. David Snow, AICP

March
Page 3

15, 2001

When serving land zoned for residential uses having a density of more than four units per net acre:

1.

2.

3.

A cul-de-sac shall be a minimum of 34 feet in width and shall not be more than 700 feet in length.

The length of the cul-de-sac may be increased to 1000 feet if a minimum of 36 feet in width is
provided.

A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided at the end of a cul-de-sac.

All on-site driveways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet, clear-to-sky. The on-site
driveway is to be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of any building. The 26
foot width does not allow for parking, and shall be designated as a “Fire Lane,” and have appropriate signage.
The 26 feet in width shall be increased to: -

1.

2.

3.

Provide 34 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on one side of the access way.
Provide 36 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on both sides of the access way.

Any access way less than 34 feet in width shall be labeled “Fire Lane” on the final recording map, and
final building plans. Driveway labeling is necessary to ensure access for Fire Department use.

LIMITED ACCESS DEVICES (GATES ETC.):

1.

2.

Any single gate used for ingress and egress shall be a minimum of 26 feet in width, clear-to-sky.

Any gate used for a single direction of travel, used in conjunction with another gate, used for travel in
the opposite direction, (split gates) shall have a minimum width of 20 feet each, clear-to-sky.

Gates and/or control devices shall be positioned a minimum of 50 feet from a public right of way, and
shall be provided with a turnaround having a minimum of 32 feet of turning radius. If an intercom
system is used, the 50 feet shall be measured from the right-of-way to the intercom control device.

All limited access devices shall be of a type approved by the Fire Department.

Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department, prior to installation. These plans shall show all
locations, widths and details of the proposed gates.

8B



Mr. David Snow, AICP
March 15, 2001
Page 4

TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES
All proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps, traffic circles, roundabouts, etc.) shall be
submitted to the Fire Department for review, prior to implementation.

Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access please contact Inspector Michael
McHargue at (323) 890-4243.

FORESTRY DIVISION:
The areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department have been
addressed.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

DAVID R. LEININGER, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU

DRL:Ic

8B



P. MICHAEL FREEMAN

FIRE CHIEF

FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN
May 10, 2001

Kelly Strain

RBF Consulting
14725 Alion Parkway
Irvine, California 92618

Dear Ms. Strain,

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 881-2404

LONG POINT RESORT, RANCHO PALOS VERDES
(EIR #1072/2001)

COMMENT NO. 316

Thank you for submitting the additional information on square footage of buildings to be
constructed and demolished as part of this development project.

Our current Five-Year Fire Station Plan includes a new station to be built near the Palos Verdes

Peninsula coast between existing Fire Stations #53 and #2. The Long Point Resort, with

approximately 600,000 square feet of new development featuring a high-occupancy destination

resort complex, contributes significantly toward the need for this new facility.

Please be aware that the new station in this area is rated Priority 5, the lowest priority level. As
such, it does not have a firm time frame, location, or budget allocation. Future information or
changing conditions may warrant re-appraisal of the need for and/or timing of this new station.

Sincerely yours,

|

DANNY KOLKER, PLANNING ANALYST

PLANNING SECTION

DK.:fd

AGOURAHILLS BRADBURY

ARTESIA CALABASAS
AZUSA CARSON
BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS
BELL CLAREMONT
BELL GARDENS COMMERCE
BELLFLOWER COVINA

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

CUDAHY

DIAMOND BAR
DUARTE

EL MONTE
GARDENA
GLENDORA
HAWAIIAN GARDENS

HAWTHORNE

HIDDEN HILLS
HUNTINGTON PARK
INDUSTRY

INGLEWOOD
IRWINDALE

LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE

LA MIRADA
LA PUENTE
LAKEWOOD
LANCASTER
LAWNDALE
LOMITA
LYNWOOD

MALIBU

MAYWOOD

NORWALK

PALMDALE

PALOS VERDES ESTATES
PARAMOUNT

PICO RIVERA

POMONA

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
ROLLING HILLS

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
ROSEMEAD

SAN DIMAS

SANTA CLARITA

287 CONSULTING

316A

SIGNAL HILL
SOUTH EL MONTE
SOUTH GATE
TEMPLE CITY
WALNUT

WEST HOLLYWOQD
WESTLAKE VILLAGE
WHITTIER



COMMENT NO. 9

&

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

1955 Workman Mifl Road, Whitiier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 . . JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: (562) 6997411, FAX: (562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org

February 7, 2001

File: 31R-100.20 EGCEIVE!
FEB 14 2009
Mr. David Snow, AICP PLANN N(’? BUILDING,
City of Rancho Palos Verdes & CODE ks ‘QCLM};MT

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Snow:

Long Point Resort Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

The Sanitation Districts have received your Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated
February 2001, and offer the following corrections in regard to solid waste management for the above-
mentioned project located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes: -

. The Puente Hills Landfill’s existing local land use permit is valid through November 1, 2003, at 9A
which time it will have to be renewed to continue operations. The proposed permit renewal would
extend the expected capacity of the landfill to the year-2013. (pg 5.11-8)

. The South Gate Transfer Station, under it’s Solid Waste Facility permit, is permitted to accept up 9B
to 1,000 tons/day, and currently receives an average of approximately 545 tons/day. (pg 5.11-9)

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact the undersigned at the above
listed telephone number, extension 2456.

Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

b it

Felicia Ursitti
Project Engineer
Solid Waste Management Department

FU:wpa

é?i; Recycled Paper
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1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

COMMENT NO. 10

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: (562) 6997411, FAX: (562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager

March 9, 2001 RECE!VED |

www.lacsd.org

File No: 05-00.04-00 MAR 12 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

Mr. David Snow
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Department of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391

Dear Mr. Snow:

Long Point Resort

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the subject project on February 6,2001. The proposed development is located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 5. We offer the following updated information and comments
regarding sewerage service:

e The Joint Water Pollution Control Plant currently processes an average flow of 334.1 million gallons
per day.
o The Districts maintain facilities within the project area which may be affected by the proposed

project. Approval to construct improvements within a Districts' sewer easement and/or over a
Districts' sewer is required before construction may begin. For specific information regarding the
buildover procedure, please contact Ms. Jane Fong at extension 2762.

° The Upper Pointe Vicente Area Infrastructure Plan indicates direct connections to a Districts’ trunk
sewer. A direct connection to a Districts' trunk sewer requires a Trunk Sewer Connection Permit,
issued by the Districts. For information regarding the permit, please contact the Public Counter at
extension 1205.

. Allother information concerning Districts’ facilities and sewerage service contained in the document
is currently complete and accurate.

o
%o Recycled Paper

10A

10B

10C



" Mr. David Snow 2 March 9, 2001

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,

James F. Stahl

Ruth I. Frazen
Engineering Technician
Planning & Property Management Section

RIFxf
Enclosure

c: J.Fong

:ODMA\PCDOCS\DMS\35746\
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DESTINATION RECEIVELD

DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
APR 06 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

April 5, 2001

Mr. David Snow

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Program EIR for the Long Point Resort Project
Dear Mr. Snow:

The following comments are submitted by Destination Development Corporation, the Project developer
for the proposed Long Point Resort project. We have reviewed the Draft EIR and submit the following
comments for the City’s consideration. If you have any questions regarding the comments or the
information cited in our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

1. Page 1-3: We note that the EIR is titled a “Program EIR” and that the text on page 1-3 states
that when construction-level permits for those structures and facilities not covered under this
application are submitted they will need to determine whether any new impacts would occur
and whether this EIR adequately addresses the project details proposed at that time. Although
the City is currently considering program-level type discretionary entitlements, such as a 11A
General Plan Amendment, this EIR is also intended to be a Project-level EIR to cover approval
of Conditional Use Permit Nos. 215 and 216, a Coastal Development Permit, Tentative Tract
Map, Grading and Drainage Plans, and related plans and permits and provide the
environmental analysis to support the following aspects of the project addressed at a
construction level of detail in order to support the construction and operation of the following
project elements:

a. Construction of the Resort Hotel (including the main hotel building, bungalows, casitas
and resort villas, and construction of associated resort areas and buildings, including
renovation of the Lookout Bar and construction of the five main pool areas);

b. Construction of the golf course, golf clubhouse, maintenance buildings, pro shop,
teaching facility and golf practice area;

11777 San Vicente Boulevard Suite 900 Los Angeles, California 90049-5011
310-820-6661 Fax 310-207-1132

www.destinationhotels.com
A Lowe Enterprises Company



Mr. David Snow

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
April 5, 2001

Page 2

C. Grading of the Resort Hotel Area (“RHA”™) and Upper Point Vicente Area (“UPVA”);
d. Construction of public parking areas, parks, and trails on RHA and UPVA; and

e. Preservation, creation, and restoration of sensitive habitat areas on RHA and UPVA.
11A
As part of our application, we provided the City with a Permit Documentation package, dated
June 23, 2000, with detailed information regarding each development component, landscape,
open space and recreational trail plans, project architecture, existing and proposed
infrastructure (water, storm drain and sewer), and phasing plans. As all of these plans and
project features are a part of our applications, it is our understanding that the purpose and intent
of this Draft EIR is to provide the environmental analysis for those discretionary actions
required to construct and operate the project components described in our applications and
Permit Documentation package. ‘

2. Page 1-4: It may be helpful to the readers to note that in addition to the applications pending
before the City of Rancho Palos Verdes listed on Page 1-2, that the EIR may be used by the
Responsible and Trustee agencies listed on page 1-4 to provide the environmental review for
the following additional permits and approvals:

a. California Department of Fish and Game: Section 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement

b. California Regional Water Quality Control Board: Section 401 Water Quality 11B

Certification; National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water
Permit/Construction Permit

C. California Water Service Company Water District: Water supply and distribution;
Connection permits

d. Los Angeles County Sanitation District: Sewage Collection Treatment; Connection

Permits
e. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Potential Section 7consultation or Section 10a

incidental take permit

f. U.S. National Park Service: Amendment to the Master Plan/Program of Utilization for
UPVA




Mr. David Snow
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
April 5, 2001

Page 3

g. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 permit

Page 2-3: This EIR is also intended to provide the environmental documentation to support the
City’s consideration of a statutory development agreement and/or concession agreement with
the City. The approval of a development agreement/concession agreement should be added to
the list of discretionary actions considered by the City and analyzed in this EIR on pages 1-3,
2-2, and 3-11.

Page 5.3-4, Paragraph 2: Attached is a letter from David Levine, Natural Resource
Consultants, dated March 29, 2001, which is incorporated by reference into our comments on
the Draft EIR. For the reasons discussed in the letter from Mr. Levine, we believe that the area
currently designated as Disturbed Chenopod Scrub should be removed from the Sensitive
Natural Communities/Habitats category as it is dominated by ruderal and non-native species
and does not support coastal California gnatcatchers or any other federal or State listed
threatened or endangered species.

In addition, we also compared the Draft EIR’s vegetation mapping of this area to the vegetation
mapping for the City’s proposed NCCP and noted that the City’s proposed NCCP did not
identify any Disturbed Chenopod Scrub on UPVA. This area was identified in the City’s
proposed NCCP as Non-Native Grassland. This is inconsistent, and for the reasons cited in
Mr. Levine’s letter, we believe that the Non-Native Grassland is a more accurate
characterization of the vegetation than the Draft EIR’s.

Page 5.3-43, Paragraph 3: We suggest the following explanation of the 4d Rule and its
application to the project:

The proposed Long Point Resort Project is being considered during the interim phase
of the NCCP development. Because the City does not have an approved NCCP, and
because there are no remaining acres of CSS in the City’s NCCP subregion that can

be removed under the Section 4d special rule, any impacts to the California gnatcatcher
and the CSS on the project must be approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
through either a Section 7 consultation in connection with a federal agency action, or
Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act.

Page 5.3-48, the Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly: It is our understanding that the City’s
environmental consultant is currently conducting the focused surveys recommended in the Draft
EIR to determine the presence or absence of the Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly on the project

site, and that the results of the survey will be made available to the City prior to its taking action
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10.

11.

on the project. Once those survey results are completed, we request that the information be
included in the Final EIR presented to the City Council for certification.

Page 5.3-48, El Segundo Blue Butterfly: Although the Draft EIR reports that the project’

site lacks suitable habitat for this species of butterfly, it is our understanding that the City’s
environmental consultant is conducting surveys to confirm that no suitable habitat exists on the
project site and that this information will be made available to the City Council prior to its action
on this project. Evidence that the lack of habitat has been confirmed should be included in the
Final EIR presented to the City Council for certification.

Page 5.3-49, Line 6: The 4.91 acres of scrub habitat should be changed to 2.21 acres since it
included chenopod. As noted by David Levine in the attached correspondence, the area
designated Disturbed Chenopod Scrub in the Draft EIR does not support the coastal California
gnatcatcher. In addition, this area is designated by the City’s proposed NCCP as Non-native
Grassland.

Page 5.3-49, Coastal California Gnatcatcher: The Draft EIR concludes that the project’s
impacts to the gnatcatcher are less than significant through implementation of the Long Point
Habitat and Conservation Program which as noted previously in the Draft EIR, will provide an
additional 15.70 acres of new coastal sage scrub habitat area in UPVA. The Draft EIR did not
discuss the proposed phasing of habitat restoration. Based upon the project’s current habitat
restoration program, before impacts to 2.21 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat occurs, the
project will create approximately 10 acres of new coastal sage scrub habitat within designated
Conservation Areas on UPVA. Together with the 14.7 acres of coastal sage scrub that will be
preserved and not impacted by development, the project will have approximately 24.7 acres of
newly-created and preserved coastal sage scrub habitat on UPVA prior to development
grading activities. Upon completion of grading activities, approximately 7.8 acres of the graded
area will be revegetated with coastal sage scrub. Upon completion of the project, the UPVA
will have approximately 32.5 acres of coastal sage scrub and southern cactus scrub habitat
compared to the existing 16.8 acres of habitat that exists today.

Page 5.3-50: The references to 4.91 acres of scrub habitat on UPVA should be changed to
2.21 acres since the larger figure includes Disturbed Chenopod Scrub which does not support
these types of scrub-reliant species.

5.3.52, Pacific Pocket Mouse: It is our understanding that the-City’s environmental
consultant is currently conducting the focused surveys recommended in the Draft EIR to
determine the presence or absence of the Pacific pocket mouse on the project site, and that the
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results of the survey will be made available to the City prior to its taking action on the project.
Once those survey results are completed, we request that the information be included in the
Final EIR presented to the City Council for certification.

12.  Page5.3-53, Coastal Bluff Scrub: The Draft EIR indicates that development of the project
on the RHA will have a 0.10 acre impact on 4.54 acres of existing coastal bluff scrub. The
project was designed to avoid all identified areas of coastal bluff scrub on RHA, therefore, we
believe that this conclusion is based upon a mapping error and that the City’s EIR consultant
may have incorrectly assumed that development would remove areas of coastal bluff scrub. As
it is difficult to determine the area in which the City concluded that 0.10 acres of impact would
occur, we request that the City identify specifically where it believes the impact will occur;
however, as stated previously, all project plans prepared by the project developer were
intended to show no impact to coastal bluff scrub.

13.  Page 5.3-54, Table 5.3-4: In accordance with our prior comments, the impacts to the coastal
bluff scrub from RHA development should be removed from the impacts table.

14.  Page5.3-57: The Draft EIR has identified impacts to Section 404 and Section 1603
jurisdictional habitat as a significant impact of the project and has-identified mitigation measure
5.3.2h to reduce the impact to a level of less than significant. As noted in the Draft EIR, there
are areas on the RHA site that include mule fat scrub. The RHA site includes several
ephemeral drainages with which the mule fat scrub vegetation identified in the Draft EIR are
associated. Therefore, the discussion of ACOE and CDFG jurisdiction on the RHA site should
be expanded to include the ephemeral drainages. Although the drainages do not contain
sensitive habitat, other than the identified mule fat vegetation, these drainages would be
considered jurisdictional waters under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 1603
of the Fish and Game Code. The acreage of the ephemeral drainages subject to Section 404
and Section 1603 jurisdiction that will be impacted by the project total approximately 0.25
acres. This figure also includes a non-vegetated ephemeral drainage on UPVA. As noted on
page 5.3-57 in the Draft EIR, the mitigation for impacts to COE and CDFG jurisdictional areas
which cannot be avoided will require obtaining a Section 404 Permit and Section 1603
Streambed Alteration Agreement.

15. Page 5.3-65 to 67, Mitigation Measures 5.3-1c and 1f: As noted previously, the City’s
environmental consultant is currently conducting focused surveys for the Pacific pocket mouse,
Palos Verdes Blue butterfly and the El Segundo Blue butterfly. The surveys identified in these
measures will therefore be completed prior t0 certification of this Draft EIR.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Page 5.4-8, Paragraph 3: Based upon a site visit to ascertain the location of this site, it
appears that a majority of the site, specifically the rock shelter, is located in a planning area that

has been designated for conservation uses, and impacts would be avoided.

Page 5.4-27, Mitigation Measure 5.4-3: This mitigation measure requires compliance with
Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Because the Code sets forth specific
procedures and time frames in which compliance with those procedures must be achieved, we
suggest that this mitigation measure be revised to read as follows: “In the event Native
American remains are discovered during grading/construction activities, work shall cease

in the immediate area of the discovery and the Project developer shall comply with the
requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code,
including notification of the County Coroner, notification of the Native American

Heritage Commission, and consultation with the individual identified by the Native
American Heritage Commission to be the ‘most likely descendant’.”

Page 5.5-16, Paragraph 4: The Draft EIR postulates a potential landslide in the southeast
corner of UPVA, and as a mitigation measure recommends a comprehensive subsurface
investigation regairding the postulated landslide. (See Mitigation Measure 5.5-7b.) Since
publication of the Draft EIR, the Project developer retained a state licensed geotechnical
consultant to perform the additional subsurface studies recommended by Mitigation Measure
5.5.7b. The results of the subsurface investigation were prepared by Neblett & Associates and
submitted to the City on March 12, 2001 and March 29, 2001. The Neblett study determined
that, in fact, there are no landslides present in the “suspect area” delineated by the City’s
consultant. Neblett also prepared a slope stability analysis and determined that the slope
exhibits adequate stability and that the area is stable. In addition, the Project developer has
retained Van Beveren & Butelo, Inc. of Glendale, California to peer review the Neblett work.
This peer review will be provided to the City under separate cover.

Page 5.6-27: The exhibits referenced as Exhibit 5.6-4 and 5.6-5 were not included in the
Draft EIR and should be reprinted in the Final EIR. :

Page 5.8-43, Mitigation Measure 5.8-1e: Please specify that the beach vehicular
movement is limited to the backshore environment behind the lower beach berm.

Page 5.10-34, Mitigation Measure 5.10-2a: This measure recommends modifications to
several golf holes. Specifically, it recommends that Hole 3 be changed from a Par 5 to a Par 4.
The measure, however, also identifies two options to address the identified golf safety hazard.
As the Project developer, it is our desire to retain the Par 5 at Hole 3. Therefore, it is our intent
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22.

23.

24.

to implement Option #2 identified in the mitigation measure and move the second landing area
for Hole 3 to the right, and shorten Hole 4 to aPar 3. We note that the text on page 5.10-25
states that the second landing area should be moved 80 to 100 feet to the right, but that this
figure is later doubled to recommend moving the landing area 175 feet to the right. Why did the
recommendation change from one section of the EIR to another?

The mitigation measure for Hole 4 recommends that the tee for Hole 5 be moved to the south
and that a retaining wall be constructed around the Hole 5 tee. Because Hole 4 will be -
shortened, the relationship between the Hole 3 and Hole 4 fairway will be improved and avoids
the need to move the Hole 5 tee. Furthermore, the suggested retaining wall would result in
greater impacts to the Conservation Area surrounding the tee area than the proposed project.

Page 5.12-1: Our comments on the Traffic and Circulation Section of the Draft EIR were
previously submitted to the City at its Traffic Committee meeting on March 26, 2001. We have
enclosed a copy of the comments and request that they be incorporated into this comment letter
and responded to as part of the Final EIR.

Page 7-10, Aesthetics: The analysis of the No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative
equates the proposed Project with the development that could occur under the existing
Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit (“Monaghan Project”) by virtue of
the fact that they both propose hotel development on RHA. There is a considerable difference
between the two hotel projects based upon the amount of development proposed for the RHA
under the proposed Project and the site plan that accompanied the permits for the Monaghan
Project. Aesthetically, the structure proposed by the Monaghan Project was more of a
“superstructure” that was located closer to the bluff and not designed with the natural
surroundings of the site in mind. The building was not architecturally modeled after other
facilities on the Palos Verdes Peninsula, and was a five-story monolithic box which would have
substantially different aesthetic impacts than the proposed project’s hotel structure.

Page 7-25: As indicated at the Planning Commission meeting of March 13, 2001, the Project
developer intends to modify its applications and requests that the proposed project be modified
to reflect EIR Alternative 7.5, Relocate Practice Facility - Option “B” (Exhibit 7.3). As noted
in the Draft EIR, this alternative would have similar impacts as the proposed project. The Draft
EIR indicated certain impact areas, however, in which this Alternative may have greater impacts
than the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR. For example, on page 7-25, the EIR
indicates that Alternative 7.5 would have greater biological impacts than the proposed project.
Since making the decision to modify its application, the Applicant has also been working on
ensuring that the impacts of Alternative 7.5 are the same or less than the proposed project. To
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that end, enclosed is revised exhibit titled, “Conceptual Development Plan - (Revised by
Applicant 3/14/2001)” which is a refinement of Alternative 7.5. This alternative shows the

following:
a. Biological Resources: The alternative would have slightly less impacts than the
proposed project. This alternative utilizes the same footprint of development as the
proposed project but the golf course development along the cul de sac adjacent to St. 11X

Paul’s Church has been pulled back (i.e., away) from the Church, thereby providing a
slightly larger habitat Conservation Area. As modified, this alternative would not result

_ in the impacts to biological resources identified on page 7-25 of the Draft EIR in that it
would not result in greater habitat fragmentation, and would not intrude on the mixed
sage scrub habitat in the northeastern corner of UPVA.

b. Golf Safety: Holes 3 and 4 have been realigned to minimize impacts to the adjacent
residential area. On page 7-27, the Draft EIR notes that shots from the tee of the 3™
hole would be directed toward the residential units to the left of this hole. As modified,
the tee for Hole 3 has been moved to the left, thereby reducing the chance that golf
balls will be driven in the direction of the residences.

With the exception of these reduced impacts, the remainder of the impacté would remain the
same or would be less than the impacts of the proposed project.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments, and will review the responses prepared by
the City to our questions and comments in the Final EIR. As noted in our comment letter, there is
additional information that we will be providing to you, such as the peer review comments of Mr.

Butelo on the Neblett study. As soon as the information is available we will submit it to the City and 1Y
request that it be made a part of the City’s administrative record on this project. If you have any

o not hesitate to contact me.

Vike President

Enclosures:
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1. Letter from David Levine, Natural Resource Consultants, dated March 29, 2001
Geologic Review and Summary by Jeff Butelo, Van Beveren & Butelo, Inc., dated April 5,
2001.

3, Memorandum from Ken Wilhelm, LSA, dated March 20, 2001.

4. Conceptual Development Plan - (Revised by Applicant 3/14/2001)
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Natural Resource Consultants

March 29, 200]

Mr. Michael Mohler

Destination Development Corporation
11777 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 900
Los Anggloes, California 90049

Subject: Classification of Vegetation Communities on the York Long Point Site Located in
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, County of Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Mohler:

Natural Resource Consultants {(NRC} has reviewed the Long Point Resort Final Biological
Technical Report prepared by Bonterra Consulting in Febroary of 2001. Specifically, NRC has
cvaluated the classification of vegetation communities on the York Long Point Site and associated
miitigation measures designed to offset project impacts. Based on NRC’s evaluation, the Bonterra
report incorrectly classifies Disturbed Chenopod Serub, a disturbed community, as a “Sensitive
Natural Cormumumities”. In addition, the report incorrectly applies coastal sage scrub mitigation
credits (acres of coastal sage scrub revegetation) to compensate for the removal of this habitat.
The inaccurate use of these mitigation credits reduces the apparent replacement ratio for impacts
to coastal sage scrub habitats and masks the full extent of the project’s mitigation benefits.

The vegetation communities classified in Bonterra’s report provide an adequate description of the
existing resources. Ilowever; it is NRC’s opinion that the impacts and mitigation sections of this
report have inaccurately clumped together the mitigation for loss of 2.70 acres of Disturbed
Chenopod Scrub with the mitigation for true coastal sage scrub habitats. NRC has compared the
plant species diversity and ecological values of the Disturbed Chenopod Scrub with Mixed
Coastal Sage Scrub and with Disturbed Areas. This comparison shows that the former
community 1) is dominated by ruderal and non-native species and more accurately described as a
disturbed/ruderal community, 2) does not support coastal California gnatcatchers or any other
federal or State listed threatened or endangeted species (NRC 2001), and 3) is a relatively small
habitat fragment with low ecological value.

Based on this analysis NRC suggests the following changes be made to Bonterra’s report.

1) Disturbed Chenopod Scrub should be classified as a disturbed area and not classified as
“Sensitive Natural Commumities”.

2) The impacts to 2.70 acre of Disturbed Chenopod Scrub should be climinated from the
mmpacts to true coastal sage scrub habitats. Specihically, the impacts to coastal sage scrub
and “Sensitive Vegetation Communities” should be 2.31 acres not 5.01 acres.

3) The replacement ratio for loss of coastal sage scrub should be adjusted to reflect impacts
to truc coastal sage scrub (i.c. 16.80 acres replaced for 2.31 acres of impact or
approximately 7.3-to-1).

Endungered Species Studies « Environmental Compliance » Biological Resource Assessments « Conservation Planning
30 Crystal Cove, Laguna Reach, Californin, 92651 « Telephone: 949.497.0931 ¢ Facsimile: 949.497.2971
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Mr. Michael Mohler
March 29, 2001
Page 2 of 2

These changes provide for a more accurate disclosure of project impacts and proposed
mitigations. Moreover, these changes will allow the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and other
reviewing individuals and agencies to cvaluate the biological benefits of the proposed project.

If you have furlhicr yuestions or conuments on this material pleasc contact me dircetly at

949.497.0931.
Sincerely,

NATURAL RESOURCE CONSULTANTS
O
A

David A. Levine m

Ce:  Ms. Ann Johnson — Bonterra Consulting
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>

April 5, 2001

York Long Point Associates

¢/o Michael A. Mohler

Destination Development Corporation
11777 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 900
Los Angeles, California 90049-5011

Subject: Review of Prior Geotechnical Investigation Reports
and Preparation of Geologic Summary
Proposed Long Point Destination Resort
Rancho Palos Verdes, California
(Van Beveren & Butelo Project No. 00-048)

Dear Mr. Mohler:

We are pleased to present this report of our review of geotechnical investigation reports for the
subject project. Our services consisted of a review of investigation reports for the proposed Long
Point Destination Resort prepared by the geotechnical firms of Neblett & Associates and

Law/Crandall. These reports were provided by Mr. Dennis Lyerla and are listed as follows:

e Preliminary Geologic/Geotechnical Investigation Report, Long Point Destination
Resort, Rancho Palos Verdes, California, Report co-authored by Neblett &
Associates, Inc., (dated September 14, 1999) and by Law/Crandall, (dated
September 27, 1999).

* Response to Review Comments by Bing Yen & Associates, Inc., Long Point
Destination Resort, Upper and Lower Point Vicente Areas, Rancho Palos Verdes,
California, by Neblett & Associates, dated November 11, 1999.

e Response to Review Comments by Bing Yen & Associates, Inc., Long Point
Destination Resort, Upper and Lower Point Vicente Areas, Rancho Palos Verdes,
California, by Neblett & Associates, dated January 21, 2000.

¢ Responses to Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Review Comments, Report
of Geotechnical Evaluation for Environmental Impact Report, Long Point
Destination Resort, 6610 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes,
California, by Law/Crandall, dated November 17, 1999.

706 W. BROADWAY @« SUITE 201 + GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 21204 « TELEPHONE (818) 543-4560 » FAX (818) 543-4565
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e Response to Review Comment by Bing Yen & Associates, Inc. Long Point
Destination Resort, Upper and Lower Point Vicente Areas, City of Rancho Palos
Verdes, California, by Neblett & Associates, dated March 12, 2001.

SCOPE
Our services consisted of a review of the above referenced reports and preparation of this

summary review report that includes our findings and conclusions and the appropriate

applications of those findings to the subject project. Our services included the following tasks:

Site reconnaissance to evaluate existing conditions at each of the two areas
currently proposed;

e Review of stereo-paired aerial photographs to evaluate geomorphic features in
the project area;

e Review of the above referenced reports and geologic reports and maps from our
technical library;

e Observations of subsurface conditions exposed in an exploratory boring in the
Upper Point Vicente portion of the project

e Preparation of this summary report presenting our findings and conclusions
regarding development.

A discussion of geotechnical conditions at each of the two project areas is presented in the

following sections.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is comprised of two areas referred to as the Upper Point Vicente Area and the Resort
Center Area. The Upper Point Vicente Area covers an area of approximately 68 acres, a portion
of which is currently occupied by City of Rancho Palos Verdes municipal facilities. The Resort
Area consists of approximately 103 acres at the site of the former Marineland aquatic park, south
of Palos Verdes Drive South. The proposed project is currently in the planning stages of

development. At this time, we understand that the proposed Long Point Destination Resort will
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include a combination of a resort hotel with pools, tennis courts and gardens, attached and

detached villas, ancillary resort retail facilities and a regulation 9 hole golf course.

The above listed reports address these two areas as well as two additional properties referred to as
the Lower Point Vicente and Subregion 1 Areas. However, at your request, our review was
limited only to those portions of the reports that address the two areas currently proposed, as

requested by you.
SITE DESCRIPTION & PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

UPPER POINT VICENTE AREA

The upper Point Vicente Area occupies an area of approximately 68.3 acres, north and east of
Palos Verdes Drive South and south of Hawthorme Boulevard in the city of Rancho Palos Verdes.
The site is in a generally natural condition except for remnants of an abandoned U.S. Military
defense installation consisting of artillery bunkers and missile silos. The City of Rancho Palos
Verdes currently occuiiies a multi-story municipal facility in the upper portion of the Point

Vicente Area along Hawthorne Boulevard.

Topographically, the site is characterized by gently rolling to moderately steep sloping terrain.
Natural slopes at the site range from 5:1 (horizontal to vertical) in the northerly portion of the site
to as steep as 2:1, in the southwestefly site limits. Cut slopes have been previously graded to as
steep as 1:1 at the toe of two natural slopes apparently constructed as part of Palos Verdes Drive
South roadway. Elevations at the site range from 180 feet above mean sea level, in the
southeasterly portion of the site up to 370 feet in the northeasterly project limits, near Hawthorne

Boulevard, a total relief of approximately 190 feet.

The Upper Point Vicente Area will be developed as a golf course and golf course maintenance
facility. Conventional cut and fill grading techniques will be utilized generally in the lower
portion of the site to create slopes, fairways, greens and a building pad for a maintenance

building.
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RESORT CENTER AREA

The Resort Center Area is located at a pronounced southerly protrusion of land known as Long
Point on the southern margin of the Palos Verdes Peninsula. Long Point has been shaped by
Pleistocene wave cutting of hard resistant rock units that have resulted in a broad, gently sloping
surface bounded by vertical cliffs along the shore line, up to approximately 145 feet high.
Elevations at the site range from sea level at the shoreline in the southerly limits to 180 feet along

Palos Verdes Drive South to the north, a total relief of 180 feet.

The Resort Center Area is currently occupied by several single story buildings associated with the
former Marineland facility. A large asphalt concrete paved parking lot is located in the central
portion of the site and other paved surfaces and landscaping surrounds the buildings. However,

much of the pre-existing facility has been demolished.

The proposed development of the Resort Center Area will consist of a multi-story, world class
destination resort hotel and conference center, athletic club and bungalow guestrooms; resort
casitas; parking structures, golf course fairways and greens; single family residential structures,

paved driveways and parking areas, restaurants and ancillary resort retail stores and services.
INVESTIGATIVE SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The Upper Point Vicente Area was investigated by Neblett and Associates. The investigation
focused upon site and regional geologic conditions, gross stability, the potential effects of
regional seismic related elements and general feasibility of developing the site from a

geotechnical perspective.

Their scope included: reconnaissance field mapping of road cuts and outcrops; excavation and
logging of 10 backhoe pits, 5 small diameter diamond core borings to depths of up to 200 feet, 3
large diameter, solid flight-auger borings and evaluation of recent oblique stereo-paired aerial
photographic reconnaissance photographs using a helicopter. Geologic structure orientation and

lithologic conditions were obtained by logging the backhoe pits, down hole logging in the large
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diameter borings and by a borehole image processing system utilizing oriented, down-hole
camera techniques in the small diameter corings. Laboratory testing of recovered cores, and

engineering analyses were performed as part of the Neblett study.

The Resort Center Area was investigated by Law/Crandall. Their investigation included an
evaluation of deep-seated stability, potential bluff retreat, seismic hazards and general suitability

of the site for the proposed development.

The Law/Crandall investigative scope included: geologic mapping of the bluff face along the
shoreline; drilling 4 continuous core borings for the current study to depths of up to 90 feet; a

review of previous investigations at the site; laboratory testing and engineering analyses.

GEOMORPHIC AND GEOLOGIC SETTING

GEOMORPHOLOGY

Long Point is located along the southerly margin of the Palos Verdes Peninsula at the western
portion of the Los Angeles Basin. The Palos Verdes Hills are the most prominent geomorphic
feature on the peninsula and reach a maximum height of approximately 1,400 feet. Glacio-
eustatic sea level fluctuations and regional tectonic uplift have resulted in numerous elevated
marine terrace surfaces and shoreline bluffs on the peninsula. The near vertical bluffs along this
portion of the peninsula reach heights of up to 140 feet. Erosion from wave cutting along the
shoreline has formed two resistant promontories in the project area known as Long Point and

Point Vicente.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

GENERAL

The Palos Verdes Peninsula is located at the juncture of three geomorphic provinces known as the
Transverse Ranges, Peninsular Ranges and the continental borderland. The peninsula is separated

from the Los Angeles Basin on the north by the Palos Verdes fault zone. The remainder of the
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peninsula is bounded generally by the Pacific Ocean. Regional geologic structure is characterized
by a doubly plunging anticline that trends northwest to southeast through the center of the Palos
Verdes Hills. Cenozoic marine sediments of the Monterey Formation overlie a core of Jurassic
basement rock known as the Catalina Schist. The Monterey Formation on the peninsula consists
of the Malaga Mudstone, the Valmonte Diatomite and the Altamira Shale. The Altamira shale is

the most prominent unit and underlies the subject site.

GEOLOGIC UNITS

Geologic units underlying the subject site include surficial deposits and bedrock. The surficial
deposits are comprised of man-placed (artificial) fill soil, slopewash, terrace deposits landslide
and beach deposits. Bedrock is composed of sedimentary siltstone and shale of the Altimira

Member of the Monterey Formation that has been intruded and altered by volcanic basalit.

ARTIFICIAL FILL

Artificial fill occurs throughout both sites associated with previous grading of the Marineland
facility, Palos Verdes Drive South and associated with a nearby residential development to the
north of the Upper Point Vicente Area. Compositionally the fill consists of medium brown to
gray, medium to coarse grained clayey sand and silty sand with bedrock fragments. These fills

range from loose and soft to firm and medium dense.

BEACH DEPOSITS

Beach deposits are limited to the shoreline area along the Resort Center Area. These deposits are

associated with shoreline erosion processes and are composed generally of cobbles and boulders.

SEA CLIFF TALUS

Sed CIliff Talus deposits are materials that have accumulated at the base of the bluffs. These
deposits consist generally of cobbles, boulders and sand that are derived from materials exposed

in the bluff faces.
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COLLUVIUM

Colluvium (or slope wash) is soil and weathered bedrock material covering slope areas. These
soils are the result of gradual down slope movement due to gravity and moisture. Colluvium
consists of silts, clays, sands and gravels that range from loose to moderately dense. Large
boulders of cemented shale and limestone breccia were encountered in explorations within

colluvium at the site.
TE E DE T

Pleistocene age, marine and non-marine terrace deposits were mapped in the slope areas south of
the City Hall Facilities and throughout the Resort Center Area. The terrace deposits were
encountered in borings to a depth of 13 feet in the Resort Center area and are composed typically

of gray brown to reddish brown silty clay to sandy clay with abundant bedrock fragments.
BASALT

Volcanic basalt is ex;)osed along most of the sea cliff below the Resort Center. The basalt
consists of massive, resistant volcanic rock ranging from black to reddish brown. The basalt
occurs as sills and dikes that have intruded the older shale units. Some tuffaceous sandstone was
encountered during subsurface exploration in both areas. These tuffaceous materials represent
airborne sediments ejected from a nearby volcanic vent that were deposited into the sea where
volcanic activity prevented stratification that would otherwise prevail in a less active sedimentary

basin.
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ALTAMIRA SHALE

The Altamira Shale Member of the middle Miocene Monterey Formation is the oldest rock unit at
the site. The shale is composed of white to light gray siliceous shale, siltstone and chert with
intermittent sandstone and dolomitic siltstone. These units have been intruded by the younger
basalt that have disrupted continuity of the shale resulting in irregular, highly discontinuous
layers lenses and blocks surrounded by basalt and volcanic breccia. Bedding plane orientation

within Altimira Shale units is typically variable within a very short distance.

GROUNDWATER

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the exploratory borings at the Resort Center or Upper
Point Vicente Areas. Furthermore, seeps or springs were not apparent during the geologic
reconnaissance mapping at the project site. The site is underlain generally by non-water bearing
sedimentary and volcanic bedrock materials. Perched groundwater may occur periodically in the
marine terrace deposits at the contact with underlying bedrock. As the site is bounded by the

ocean, groundwater may occur in bedrock fractures close to mean sea level elevations.

FAULTING

The site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (AP Zone) for surface
fault rupture hazards. Active faults or features related to active faults were not observed during
the recent or previous investigations. Active or potentially active faults are not known to be
located beneath the site. The closest active fault to the site is the Palos Verdes fault, located
approximately 5 miles to the northeast. This fault has been zoned by the state Geologist because

the exact location of the fault is not well defined.

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the results of the fairly extensive geologic and geotechnical investigations performed

at the site to date, the project is considered feasible for the proposed development. Slope stability,
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potential landslides, cliff face retreat, faulting and seismically related effects and other geologic
hazards that could affect the site, have been properly evaluated and are not considered adverse

with respect to developing the site.

Large scale landslides are not present at the site. Localized landslide deposits mapped along the
shoreline at the Resort Center Area can be mitigated by removal or removal and replacement with
compacted fill. Sea cliff retreat has been mitigated by establishing a structural setback along the
bluff face. Known, active faults do not trend toward or through the site. However, the site is
located within the seismically active southern California area and will likely be subjected to
strong ground motion from a major earthquake. Structures should be designed to comply with
current building code requirements to resist damage from possible seismic forces. Liquefaction is
not considered a hazard due to the hard and dense nature of underlying rock and the absence of

groundwater.

The site is considered stable and suitable for the intended development due primarily to volcanic
intrusions into the sedimentary rock during deposition. The volcanism has disrupted continuity of
bedding planes, shears and other planes of weakness that could otherwise contribute to unstable
slope conditions." Hydrothermal alteration associated with the past volcanic activity has cemented
or welded the Altamira Formation shale beds with silica and carbonate and massive and hard
volcanic basaltic rock forms the core of the bedrock underlying the site. Adverse geologic
conditions responsible for large scale landsliding several miles to the east of Long Point are not

present at the subject site.

Conventional foundations are anticipated for the project. Shallow spread footings in compacted
fill can be used where foundations loads are light. Foundations extending into the bedrock may be
used where foundation loads are high. Potentially expansive soils can be mitigated either by
structural design of by treatment of the soils. The foundation and expansive soil issues will be

addressed during design.

Although grading plans have not yet been developed, grading of the site can performed by
conventional cut and fill grading techniques. The hard rock units will be difficult to excavate and

will likely produce oversized rock that can be used possibly as rip rap protection, crushed on-site
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for use as aggregate, disposed of in the deeper fill areas or disposed of offsite. Additional
geotechnical exploration and evaluation of subsurface materials will be necessary during future
phases of project design and construction to provide recommended criteria for temporary

excavations, foundations, paving and other project elements.

00o

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. Please call if there are any

questions regarding this report or if we can be of further service to you.

Sincerely;

Van Beveren & Butelo, Inc P <

John Jeffrey Butelo L s\
Principal Engineering Geologist Principal Engineer
Vice President President

00-048 r01/:JJB:
(6 copies submitted)

cc: Mr. Dennis E. Lyerla
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MEMORANDUM

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

March 20, 2001
Mike Mohler, Destination Development Corporation
Ken Wilhelm, LSA Associates, Inc.

Long Point Resort EIR - Traffic and Circulation Peer Review (#2)

At your request, LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) has reviewed the revised Long Point Resort
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Traffic and Circulation Section. As you recall, LSA submitted a
memo to you on December 21, 2000, that provided comments on the first draft EIR section (dated
December 13, 2001). The purpose of this memo is to review the revised EIR section (dated
February 2, 2001) and confirm whether our initial comments were incorporated into the document.
LSA has also reviewed the Long Point Resort Project Traffic Impact Analysis (dated January 26,
2001) as it relates to the information presented in the EIR section.

The following presents the comments based on our review. Please note that all of these comments
were included in our first review and either have not been addressed or an explanation has not been
provided as to why the analysis has not been revised.

1.

Page 5.12-6 Analysis Methodology and page 5.12-8 Significance Ciriteria - The City of Palos
Verdes’ performance criteria for intersections is LOS D, as identified on page 5.12-6. The
significance criteria identified on page 5.12-8 is the County of Los Angeles’ significant impact
thresholds. The two methods seem to contradict one another, and the appropriate criteria
should be from the City (i.e., LOS D). Table 5.12-10 identifies a project impact at Western
Avenue/25th Street. The level of service at this intersection goes from a baseline ICU of
0.765 (LOS C) to an ICU with project of 0.808 (barely LOS D). According to the City’s
performance criteria, this intersection is forecast to operate at an acceptable level of service
and therefore no mitigation measures should be required.

The text in the EIR section on pages 5.12-14, 5.12-22, and 5.12-24 include the intersection of
Palos Verdes Boulevard (NS) at Palos Verdes Drive West - South (EW) as projected to
operate at LOS E or F during the peak hours. This is not correct, as identified in the level of
service tables for each scenario. This intersection is forecast to operate at LOS D in the

a.m. and p.m. peak hour for each scenario. The Traffic Impact Analysis correctly identifies
this condition; however, this was not translated to the EIR section.

Page 5.12-33 - The text states, “the project itself is expected to have a significant traffic
impact at three study area intersections projected to operate at LOS E or F during the peak

3/20/01<P\DHR830\Peer Review 2.wpd>>

11V.1

11V.2

11V.3



hours.” However, the intersection of Western Avenue/25% Street is forecast to operate at 11V.3
LOS D. Also, please see comment #1 (above).

4. Page 5.12-33 and Table 5.12-11 identify the project’s fair share portion of the required
circulation improvement costs. However, mitigation measure 5.12-1e (page 5.12-44) states
that “prior to Occupancy Permit issuance, the Project Applicant shall make the roadway
improvements.” This implies that the project applicant is fully responsible for the roadway {411V .4
improvements to the three impacted intersections. This mitigation measure should be
rewritten to state “the project applicant shall be responsible for its fair share of these
improvements (as outlined in Table 5.12-11)."

3/20/01 K< PADHR830\Peer Review 2.wpd>> 2
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NOTE: This exhibit depicts a design component of the Long Point Resort. In conjunction with the
submital of construction drawings/specifications to the Cy of Rancho Palos Verdes or other public
agencies for building and similar permits, minor refinements may be mads e dasign shown on {his
exhitit, providsd ihey are consistent with the inlent and character of this exhitit, and are bosed upon on
increased level of design/engineering information or are in response {o legal/ogency requirements,

LONG POINT RESORT

w
City of Rancho Palos Verdes ¢ California

2-C
PALOS VERDES DRIVE

r—TRAILS CORRIDOR/FLOWERFIELD
r— TRAIL CORRIDOR

SRR AS i 4

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN -
(REVISED BY APPLICANT 3/14/2001)"

) This t Plan is © 1o Draft EIR Aternative 5, titled "Relocote Practice Facilty Option H'. The refinement:
) reduces the length and realigns hole 3 and 4 away from the Villo Capi Condominiums'.. ond
b) provides for a new public walking trail that loops oround the frontal slope of Upper Point Vicente.

| 8 R

O
irel
E ”H” "“ MARCH 2001

/5ys1/longpt/00-0rev/exhibits /eir-dlts/avoids mule—fat/condev—~3-14-01.dwg




COMMENT NO. 12

April 28, 2001

Mayor Lyon

Members of the City Council

And Planning Commission

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

RPV, CA 90275

Dear Mayor Lyon and esteemed Council Members:

We are members of the Palos Verdes, Diamondback Ten and
under Girls Softbhall League.

Please approve the Long Point Resort development.

Please include the development of a softhall complex on the
Lower Point Vicente property in the approval.

THANK YOU!

pDiamondbacks 10-Ut

Ellen Campbell, Amanda Lippen, Amber Heckler, Meaghen Filetti, Tara Hulsey,

Nikki Solaro, Mandy Schenasi, Taylor Pass, Michelle Mori, Elizabeth Sur,
Lindsay Gates.

12A
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COMMENT NO. 13

ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

Dedicated to Ecosystem Protection and Improved Land Use Planning

Dan Silver ¢ Coordinator

8424-A Santa Monica Blvd., #592

Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

TEL 323-654-1456 ¢ FAX 323-654-1931

April 6, 2001
Mr. David Snow

p
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission APR 06 2001
30940 Hawthorne Blvd. PLANNING, BUILDING,
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 & CODE ENFORCEMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project
Dear Mr. Snow,

The Endangered Habitats League has been an active participant in California’s Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) since its, and our, inception in 1991.We are dedicated
to seeing the NCCP brought to a successful completion in each of the separate subregions as part
of our overall mission to improve on existing land use planning measures and preserve
representative parts of our natural heritage. Thus it is with great concern that we view the
proposed project at Long Point. If development is confined to Long Point, we do not see a '
conflict arising with the NCCP. However, if development is allowed to extend into the Upper
Point Vicente Area (UPVA), we believe prospects for a workable NCCP on the Palos Verdes
Peninsula will be jeopardized.

The EIR for this project seems to us to be lacking in an objective analysis of the needs of the 13A
NCCP and how this project will interface with them. References are made to a Habitat
Conservation Plan for this area as if such has already been approved. This is not the case, and
it is doubtful that an implementable HCP can be designed which would address NCCP
requirements, when it is finally adopted. Several points in the EIR suggest that the biological
part needs considerable revision. Perhaps the least of these are the numerous misspellings and
taxonomic misidentifications, those these should give anyone pause who thinks that this EIR is
adequate. '

If minor points are inadequately addressed, then what of larger issues. It is here that we have
the greatest concern. The importance of the successful breeding population of California
gnatcatchers on UPVA is almost completely ignored, and the critical nature of it to the NCCP
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is not mentioned at all. The monitoring of proposed remediation programs is inadequate, and
must be carried out by competent biologists who have the authority to require changes as
necessary. Nor are the statements about how project alternatives meet project objectives relevant
to anything but a indicative of a desire to justify a particular project outcome. 13A

We are deeply concerned with the adequacy of this EIR. The biological portion needs much
reevaluation as to its adequacy to the task at hand. We look forward to reviewing an improved
version of this document.

Sincerely yours,

ess Morton
Los Angeles County Director



COMMENT NO. 14

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF PALOS VERDES PENINSULA

Mayor Lyon and all members of the City Council:

. The League of Women Voters of the Palos Verdes Peninsula
is firmly in support of the SOCII proposals for the Upper
Pointe Vicente area.

We have long supported goals which lead to low density,
the preservation of shoreline views, the expansion of open
space and the preservation of public lands for public use.

We are not necessarily opposed to growth and development
in approprlate places. We do not oppose the concept of

a hotel and nine hole course on the York property. However
we dertainly do oppose turning this important, priceless public
land over to the Long Point Resort Project.

We already own the land. It only needs the attention and protection
it deserves.

Sincerely,

il Tihy,

Alyd ite, President, League of Women Voters
Palos Verdes Peninsula/Sam Pedro

P.O. BOX 2933, PALOS VERDES PENINSULA, CA 90274

RECEIVE™

MAR 14 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING.
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

14A



What is the Long Point Resort?

For nearly 15 years the former Marineland property in

Rancho Palos Verdes has remained vacant and fargely unused.

But now, the new Long Point Resort development will

restore this unique property to public and community use.

Built on over 170 acres of private land|

2 portion of )
adjacent city property/fhe Long Point Resort will include
32 Vi

rooms and 50 casitas. The Resort will also include unique

Zclass luxury hotel consisting of 400

restaurants, banquet facilities and community meeting rooms.

There will be a 9-hole golf course and practice facility —
both open to the public ~ as well as a Spa and Fitness
Center, and swimming and other recreational facilities.

The Long Point Resort will integrate these new facilities
with environmentally sensitive development — preserving
existing native coastal habitat, and providing new and
restored habitat — protecting this part of California’s
coastline for the people of Rancho Palos Verdes today,
and for generations to come.

The Long Point Resort.
Providing Public Benefits.

The Long Point Resort will provide important benefits to
the community of Rancho Palos Verdes. The Resort will
create new open space and new parks, and miles of new
hiking, biking and equestrian trails. It will provide new
parking and coastal access. And all of this, for public use
and community benefit. Specifically, the Resort will
include:

o Over 80 acres of open space and recreation facilities
for public use

e Over 30 acres of conserved, new and enhanced habitat
areas — An 80% increase

o 11 miles of new trails - from City Hall, to the bluffs,
and to the ocean .

o 5 new public parks — some with picnic areas

» Improved coastal access for both fishing and other
ocean activities

o 2 new general public parking facilities providing
100 new parking spaces

In exchange for a portion of the golf course on city
property, the city will receive compensation from the
developer through a concession agreement. Additionally,
new tax revenues — over $4.5 million — every year, will
boost city revenues by approximately 50%, providing
funds for other important community services.

The entire project is more than the sum of its parts, but
each part is necessary to enable the Resort to deliver full
benefits to the city and community.

The Long Point Resort...putting private and public lands
into community use...creating a myriad of benefits and

enjoyable opportunitics for the residents of Rancho Palos
Verdes.



%OMMENT NO. 15

ECEIVED

MAR 28 2001

March 27, 2001 PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

Mr. David Snow

Deputy Director, Building, Planning & Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: LOWER POINT VICENTE PROPERTY SOFTBALL COMPLEX
Dear Mr. Snow:

We have enclosed a scale drawing of a regulation size softball complex superimposed on the
Lower Point Vicente property. You can see what an ideal layout this is taking into consideration
the proposed expansion of the Interpretive Center and related parking areas.

We are confident that if the City had the funds it would develop additional recreation facilities
for the expanding youth population on the hill. Knowing the City does not have the funds, these
additional recreation facilities would appear to be dependent upon the approval of the Long Point
Resort development. We support the Long Point Resort development’s use of the Upper Point
Vicente property for golf holes as it maintains open space, increases natural habitat, creates
public accessibility via trails and park area, and beautifies a bli ghted fire hazard, maintenance
yard, military bunker, underutilized landscape. 15A

A few key points as to why the Upper Point Vicente property has limited league recreation use:

There is no flat area large enough for a regulation size softball field

The area is not large enough for a complex of fields, necessary for league synergy
No area other than the small top is flat enough, has street access, or parking

The Upper area could be more efficiently used as a civic center, public pool,
tennis complex, teen center, or for other smaller scale community facilities.

b N

There are very few locations on the hill that can accommodate regulation size recreation facilities
without considerable grading and infrastructure expense. A few key points that support the
Lower Point Vicente property for recreation fields follow:

A nearly flat area of appropriate size is available

The land is now open space and would remain open space

The land is not natural habitat and is currently being farmed

The land will need to be further disturbed to remove the lead

Street access is in place with turning lanes from each direction

Parking already exists with additional parking planned

Existing grade differential will minimize field view from PVDS and the PVIC
The cloverleaf layout will concentrate activity in the center of the site

The area is designated for public access recreation, neither of which exist today

WA N A WD =




Mr. David Snow
March 27, 2001
Page 2

10.  The City’s conceptual 1979 plan for the site envisioned softball fields on the plan
11.  The Long Point Resort developer will contribute to site development
12.  The Long Point Resort DEIR included this site as an alternative driving range

(a comparable evening and weekend use)

There is a unique opportunity for the City Council, Planning Commission and Park and
Recreation Department to take advantage of private development and balance it with community
needs that would otherwise go unfulfilled. This is the best chance we will have for many years,
if not decades, to reopen the Lower Point Vicente property, expand the Interpretive Center, and
add desperately needed recreation facilities for our children.

Your support is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Board of Directors
Palos Verdes Girls Softball League

Enclosure

15A
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COMMENT NO. 16

March 13, 2001

Planning Commissioners

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Commissioners:

We are writing this letter on behalf of Palos Verdes Peninsula Girls Softball League (PVPGSL),
which includes over 400 girls ranging in ages from five to sixteen currently participating in the
softball league this spring.

PVPGSL currently is sharing 3 undersized and restricted use softball fields at Cornerstone
School in the midst of a dense residential neighborhood. In order to provide additional
recreational opportunities to the girls living on the Palos Verdes Peninsula we are searching for a
new site, on their behalf, to develop 4 regulation size softball fields to enable the league to
expand. The softball complex will include 4 softball fields in a cloverleaf configuration with a
main snack shop in the center. An area of approximately 8 acres (2 acres per field) will be
necessary to develop these full sized softball fields.

It is our understanding that the current proposal for Long Point property as a hotel destination 16A
resort includes an alternative driving range to be located on the lJower Point Vicente Park site.
The developers of the Long Point project have indicated they would be willing to forego the
consideration of a driving range on this site and contribute to the development of such a
recreational facility that would primarily benefit the children and families of the Palos Verdes

Peninsula community.

We are requesting the planning commission to consider this active recreational use that could be
developed on the portion of the site that is currently used for agricultural purpose. The existing
parking and restroom facilities at the Point Vicente Interpretive Center could be shared by the
proposed community softball park complex. The softball fields can be designed to complement
the existing passive recreational uses on the site including the pending Interpretive Center
expansion.

We look forward to working with the Planning Commission, Recreation and Parks Commission,
and City Council to develop a multipurpose recreational facility that meets the needs of the
community.

ank you for your kind consideration and attention to our request.

Cc:  Rancho Palos Verdes City Council < J\A o bed ok e 1 4
3",%v°l



COMMENT NO. 17

Les Evans, 05:14 PM 3/13/01 -0800, Fwd: Sierra Club Response to the Long Point DEIR

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2

Date: Tue, 13 Mar 2001 17:14:41 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com '

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Sierra Club Response to the Long Point DEIR

Reply-To: <bholchin@home.com>

From: "Barry Holchin" <bholchin@home.com>

To: "RPV City Council \(E-mail\)" <citycouncil@rpv.com>
Subject: Sierra Club Response fo the Long Point DEIR

Date: Tue, 13 Mar 2001 16:59:25 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook CWS, Build 9.0.2416 (9.0.2910.0)
Importance: Normal

Attached is a-MS Word document containing the Sierra Club Palos Verdes South
Bay Group's response to the Long Point Draft Environmental impact Report. As
the Conservation Chair, 1 look forward to verbally presenting our views to

the Planning Commission at this evening's meeting. Thank you.

Barry Holchin
Conservation Chair
Sierra Club Palos Verdes South Bay Group

"= | sC Response LP DEIR.doc

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



DATE: March 13, 2001
TO: Rancho Palos Verdes Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners
FROM: Barry Holchin, Sierra Club Palos Verdes South Bay (SC PVSB) Conservation Chair

SUBJECT: SC PVSB Response to the Long Point Draft Environmental Impact Report (LP DEIR)

The South Bay chapter of the Sierra Club would like to offer the following comments on the LP
DEIR.

Alternatives

We support the Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative and feel that it should be considered
the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

It seems that it would be useful to include an additional Alternative combining the Point Vicente
Park Enhancement Alternative with the No Project Alternative.

We oppose any alternative that proposes development on public land including:
With Coast Guard Site Alternative
Relocate Practice Facility - Option “A” Alternative
Relocate Practice Facility - Option “B” Alternative
No Resort Villas - Option “A” Alternative
No Resort Villas - Option “B” Alternative
Program of Utilization Alternative

Air Quality and Energy Consumption Impacts

Significant short term and long term air quality impacts, including conflicts with the AQMP and
RCPG are anticipated for this project. We are extremely unhappy about the project’s likely
degradation of local and regional air quality. We would like to see every effort made to minimize
these negative impacts by requiring the project to take whatever steps are available to reduce such
impact including but not limited to:
Short Term: use of low sulfur diesel fuel and soot traps for heavy construction equipment
Long Term: use of electric golf carts; low emission (natural gas, hybrids, etc) maintenance
and other vehicles; use of low emission non-diesel fueled shuttle buses for transit
to/from the airport(s), the port of Los Angeles, ferries to Catalina Island, public
transit (blue line etc) and other transit connections as well as to other venues of
interest to guests
Indirect impacts from electricity and natural gas consumption of this project are considered
significant. Especially in light of the current energy debacle in California, we would like to see the
project held to the following requirements:
Energy conservation should be an integral part of the project design including but not
limited to:

17A
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Design of all structures to use passive solar heating when possible

Use of alternative energy sources such as solar water heating, etc when possible
Use of fluorescent and compact fluorescent light bulbs, minimization of excessive
lighting etc.

Unless this project can offer significant measures to reduce its burden on our air quality and energy

resources, we have serious doubts whether it should be allowed to proceed.

The protection and preservation of native ecosystems, communities and habitats as well as
individual species and specimens of plants, animals, birds and insects must be a strong priority
for this project. Habitats must be maintained in sizes and configurations that will continue to
support indigenous species. Any revegetation must be with locally appropriate native species.
Wildlife movement must not be disrupted or impeded by fragmentation or by barriers (such as
golf course netting). Coastal access must be maintained.

We are also concerned about the quality of hiking experience on the trails, particularly such
issues as proximity to the golf areas or major roadways, and issues of multiple use. We would
like to see a trail committee established for the project that includes representatives from our
group as proactive participants. Trails must remain open to public access from Sam to 10pm
daily. There should be no attempts to intimidate the public away from using the trails.

We are strongly opposed to any consideration of use of publicly dedicated property for this
proposal. Any and all development including golf courses must be confined to the property that
the developer actually owns.

We expect to make further more detailed comments on this EIR. The extreme size of the
document makes it difficult to analyze the proposal itself. The main document includes many
references that would be more appropriately placed in an Appendix. At the same time more
specific details about the project itself are often skimpy, missing, or hard to find. Perhaps that is
the intent. ’

17D
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" April 6, 2001

Mr. David Snow

Planning Commission

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project
Dear Mr. Snow:

The mission of the Sierra Club is to explore, enjoy and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and protect
the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystem and resources; to educate and enlist humanity to protect and restore the
quality of the natural and human environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out these objectives. In light of
that mission, we submit the following comments on the adequacy of the Long Point Resort Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR):

The Palos Verdes — South Bay Group, Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club (PV-SB Sierra Club) is strongly opposed to any
consideration of the use of the publicly owned property of Upper Point Vicente for the use of a private developer for
the Long Point project. For this reason we request that the Planning Commission and the Rancho Palos Verdes City
Council:

DENY York Long Point’s application for a General Plan Amendment (GPA #28)

DENY York Long Point’s application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP #216)

DENY York Long Point’s application for a Grading Permit (GRP #2230).

We believe that the existing General Plan and Zoning of Rancho Palos Verdes should be upheld. The remaining
applications for this proposed project must be carefully evaluated for compliance with existing plans and
regulations, and for environmental, biological, and public access impacts. We believe that many of the conclusions
of “less than significant impact” in this DEIR are unjustified and that many of these impacts will indeed be quite
significant.

ALTERNATIVES
The “Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative” should be designated as the “Environmentally Superior
Alternative”. Only that alternative protects the integrity of the environment.

PROJECT IMPACTS

The mitigation measures proposed below should be incorporated into the final EIR and be made a part of this
project, unless the lead agency can make a finding of unfeasibility [CEQA Statute 15091 (a)(3)].

LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING (Section 5.7)

Conflicts with Existing Use Plans:
Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan .
This plan designates the Upper Point Vicente area as a combination of Institutional Public and Passive Recreational

areas. Passive recreational facilities are “mostly unstructured in order to allow natural ecosystems to function with
the least amount of human disturbance. Passive sites are usually used for nature studies, hiking trails, limited
picnicking (sic) areas, etc.” The York Long Point proposal for the use of the Upper Point Vicente area as a golf
course is in confliet with the City’s General Plan because a golf course is not a Passive Recreational use. The
developer is trying to get around this by proposing that the Plan itself be changed. That is not acceptable and does
not serve to reduce the impact. His “mitigation” consists solely of changing the regulations to suit his own purposes.

P.O. Box 2464 » Palos Verdes Peninsula, California 90294

Printed on Recyvcled Paper.

COMMENT NO. 18
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Comments of the Palos Verdes/South Bay Group, Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club
Long Point Resort Draft EIR

Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code

The Development Code zones the Upper Point Vicente area for a combination of Institutional and Open Space
Recreational uses. The Open Space Recreational designation is intended for public recreational uses. A golf course
would have very restricted access, requiring a fee (probably high) and severely limited time slots when it would be
available for use (availability would favor private hotel guests rather than the general public). The activity of golf
itself appeals only to a very small segment of the population. The rest of us would no longer be able to even walk
on public land to admire the views or to enjoy the natural habitat. The use of the Upper Point Vicente area for a golf
course is in conflict with existing zoning. The intent of the existing zoning is for public park areas. A Conditional
Use Permit should not be granted for use of the Upper Point Vicente public land for a golf course.

Program of Utilization

The Program of Utilization (POU) was created as a requirement of the deed restriction when the Upper Point
Vicente property was transferred from the Federal Government to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Ii requires that
the property be used  for public park and public recreation area purposes ... in perpetuity”. A golf course on Upper
Point Vicente would be in conflict with the Program of Utilization. This land is designated for public use as
parkland and recreational space, not for the exclusive use of golfers. The POU never included a golf course as a
recommended use for this space. Children don’t use golf courses.

Conflicts with the General Plan and Existing Zoning
The conflicts with the existing General Plan, and Zoning are significant. The conflicts with the existing Deed
Restrictions are significant. The developer’s primary argument seems to be that all of these conflicts can be

mitigated by simply changing any rules and regulations he doesn’t like. These zoning regulations are very clear and

were established for good reason. They should not be changed. The weight and intent of the existing zoning and
plans is for passive public recreational uses of this publicly owned property. There is no compelling reason to
change this designation. A majority of the public has spoken out, signed petitions, etc. against giving up this
property for private use. Where there is a conflict of desires for this property between the developer and the public,
the public’s desires and the existing zoning and plan should be favored.

Workable Alternatives

In contrast, the area referred to as the “RHA” (Resort Hotel Area) by this DEIR is designated in RPV’s General Plan
as Commercial Recreational and is zoned as Commercial Recreational and as Open Space Hazard. The Commercial
Recreational designation allows for a resort/conference hotel, restaurants, tennis, golf courses, banquet facilities, etc.
The Open Space Hazard Zone requires preservation of natural resources, areas of outstanding scenic, geologic,
historic, or cultural value and regulations for public safety. In addition, Public Coastal Access must be maintained
by law. We are not arguing against the development of a hotel and golf course complex on the privately owned
property designated as RHA in this DEIR. With the exception of the Open Space Hazard Zone, the majority of this
area is already zoned as Commercial Residential/Recreational and its use for hotel and golf has already been
approved.

The “Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative” to develop trails and to restore the natural habitat on the Upper
Point Vicente area is consistent with all the existing plans, zoning and deed restrictions.

This DEIR should add and evaluate a new Alternative combining the “No Project Alternative” for the development
of a hotel and golf course as currently permitted on the RHA site with the “Point Vicente Park Enhancement
Alternative” for active and passive public recreation areas and the preservation of habitat on the publicly owned
property of Upper Point Vicente. Such an alternative would maintain current zoning and be consistent with the
City’s General Plan.

We feel that the issue of inappropriate use of public property is so fundamental that by itself it is sufficient reason to
deny this proposal. However, since this is our only opportunity to comment on this DEIR, we are also including the
following remarks:

This Draft Environmental Impact Report initially gives the impression that it must be full of all the detailed
information one could need simply because of its sheer size. However, much of the content is repetitive, while
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other critical elements are sorely missing. Tables and maps are inserted mid-paragraph, disrupting passages and
making them hard to follow. One map was bound upside down so that it could not be opened.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (Section 5.3)

Existing Biological Resources

This DEIR’s analysis of existing biological resources is inadequate and incomplete. The DEIR does not even
include a list of plants and wildlife that occur on site. The vegetation surveys done by Bon Terra were done at the
worst possible time of year (in August and September). In these hottest months of late summer it would be
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to find and identify spring annuals and bulbs, or drought-deciduous vegetation.
One can’t help but wonder if surveys were intentionally scheduled at such a time to minimize the number of species
that would be observed. A number of Special Status species were surveyed at inappropriate times or were not
surveyed at all. Adequate surveys (including, but not limited to the Dudek surveys) of all plants and wildlife species
with the potential to occur on site, including but not limited to Special Status species, must be conducted and
included in the DEIR before an evaluation of impacts or discussion of mitigation can be made.

There is no way that potential impacts can be intelligently evaluated if the existing biological resources have not
been properly surveyed. Likewise, there is no way that any mitigation can be planned until these biological
resources are documented and the potential impacts analyzed. This DEIR only provides a vague incomplete analysis
of existing conditions. Such a poor foundation on which to determine potential impacts is unacceptable. No permits
should be granted to this project until existing biological resources, potential impacts, and proposed mitigation are
thoroughly documented and outlined, presented for public review, commented on, and approved by the California
Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

Additionally, we question this DEIR’s undervaluation of disturbed and grassland areas as being of “low biological
value”. All of these areas currently support wildlife. The disturbed scrub areas in particular, including mixed
coastal sage scrub, southern cactus scrub, and chenopod scrub, are recognized as Special Status Vegetation types by
local, state and federal agencies. These areas support a rich diversity of Special Status plants and animals.

Determination of Significance”

This DEIR seems to have adopted an extremely cavalier attitude regarding the significance of impacts. The possible
removal of all appropriate habitat for some species, or even the extirpation of species seems to be of litle concern.
(Section 5.3-2 Wildlife Impacts). The attitude stated is that if members of a species exist at all elsewhere, the
developer has a right to exterminate whatever exists here. Such an attitude is appalling, especially when the
developer has no right to the publicly owned land in question.

How can extirpation of a species be considered insignificant? What threshold of significance is being used here?

The argument that existence of a species elsewhere is assurance of the survival of that species is also flawed. There
are proposals for development all over Southern California. The combined effect of these multiple projects may be
enough to push some species to extinction.

Despite this DEIR’s broad assurances of “less than significant” impact, the impacts on special status species,
sensitive natural communities, and movement of species will indeed be significant.

Mitigation

With the exception of a detailed description of mitigation proposals for Dudleya, the vast majority of mitigation
proposed in this DEIR consists solely of the repeated phrase, “impacts less than significant with mitigation.” There
are no other specific plans, just this flimsy generality. No matter how severe the potential impact, the flippant
conclusion is always “ less than significant impact with mitigation.” The mitigation in this document is only very
sparsely outlined, vague, and generic. There are very few specific plans. What we really seem to have here is
mitigation that is less than significant!

Obviously, mitigation plans cannot be evaluated if they are not presented. Considering how strongly this DEIR
relies on “mitigation,” it is telling that the mitigation proposals are only detailed for a single species! It is also
troubling that many of the suggested “mitigations” rely on last minute surveys and planning well after construction
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is approved and underway. This is not acceptable. Analysis of impacts and mitigations should be completed before
this project is even approved. Additionally, to have the developer and a Project biologist in his employ have the
final say on the adequacy or maintenance of mitigation (as is suggested in the detail for Dudleya) is neither
appropriate nor acceptable; any such final evaluation should be done by the California Department of Fish and
Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

In line with this criticism are this DEIR’s continual references to the Long Point Habitat Conservation Plan, or
“LPHCP” as mitigation. Depending on which line in the DEIR you are reading, the LPHCP either “has been
implemented” or it “would need to be prepared”! The details of the LPHCP are nowhere to be found in this DEIR
and the only reference is to the “Long Point Resort Permit Documentation, prepared by Forma” available for public
review at City Hall. However, that document only includes Section 3 “Public Habitat Conservation Areas” whose
only references to the LPHCP are as vague and generalized as in the DEIR. The only substantial detail is the “Plant
Palette”, which contains some highly questionable choices. :

To propose that the so-called LPHCP could serve as mitigation for anything is preposterous. The LPHCP doesn’t
even seem to exist! It has never been presented, evaluated, or approved. None of the claims for mitigation based on
the LPHCP should be accepted.

The NCCP

The NCCP would be the ideal tool to evaluate how this proposed projects and others should be planned in order not
to disrupt habitat. Unfortunately, the regional NCCP has not yet been approved. This DEIR presumptuously claims
that it is “consistent with the preferred preserve design” of the NCCP. It is only consistent with the Developer’s
preferred design for the NCCP. This project is not consistent with the Environmentally Preferred Preserve Design!
It is also rather ironic that this DEIR mentions the NCCP’s potential of “developing a habitat preserve through land
acquisition” when, in fact, this project would be taking land from the city that could otherwise be used for a
preserve!. It can be argued that the developer’s proposal of a special LPHCP custom designed for his own project
is an attempt to preclude the NCCP.

It would make far more sense to wait until the NCCP has been finalized and approved, to do the necessary surveys
to determine existing biological resources, and to develop specific real mitigation plans that can be evaluated before
any project such as this should be approved.

False Claims of Added “Habitat”

The developer claims that this project will actually “create” 16.80 acres of new coastal sage scrub habitat. Much of
this so-called new “habitat” would be part of the Recreation Area, included in or surrounded by the golf course, and
as such, subject to continual disturbances. The percentage of so-called “habitat” included in active golf areas is not
made clear. At best, such areas could only be expected to function as Disturbed habitat, certainly not as
replacement habitat.

Edge Effects
The concept of edge effects was only briefly mentioned in this DEIR and then let drop. In fact, this project’s design

with its narrow interlaced fingers of active golf course and so-called “habitat” areas has an extremely high ratio of
“edges”. The value of habitat is degraded by this characteristic, because of the increased exposure at the “edges™ to
such impacts as noise, pollutants (pesticides, herbicides, excessive water and fertilizer), non-native species, night
lighting and human activity. A particularly significant edge effect next to the golf course will be the continual
disturbance and trampling from golfers retrieving their balls despite fences and signs.

Some Specific Problems

Maps The maps all show the project area in isolation, out of context with any adjacent habitat. Several of the
maps seem to use the same color for different meanings - e.g. Mixed Sage Scrub and Rocky Shore. The
Biological Resource Impacts map was itself severely impacted! It was bound upside down and could not
be unfolded.

Wildlife Movement Are the definitions of wildlife corridors, travel routes, and wildlife crossings given to
clarify biological terms that are generally agreed upon, or is this an effort to make things seem less
significant than they actually are?

USFWS Biological Opinion Ifit is unlikely that this project can proceed because of the USFW'S Biological
Opinion that no further Coastal Sage Scrub can be removed, why is this project even being proposed?
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Significant Impacts Despite the vague attempts at reassurance of “less than significant impact”, we remain
concerned that the following impacts will indeed be quite significant if this project is implemented:
Noise - particularly impacting the nesting of threatened and endangered species
Dust - impacting the respiratory function of special status plants
Urban runoff - pollutants, excessive water and nutrients impacting sensitive natural communities as well as
aquatic species
Night Lighting - impacting roosting and nesting species, and crepuscular animals
Human Activity, particularly related to the golf course - impacting adjacent habitat areas despite signage
and easily-crossed fencing :
Non-Native Species - not only the weedy grasses following grading, but the deliberate introduction of a
number of invasive non-native species included in the project’s Plant Palette such as ivy, fountain grass,
vinca and Brazilian pepper.
Coastal Bluff Scrub Section 5.3-2, Sensitive Natural Communities/Habitats mentions “modification of the
development plan to avoid any affect (sic) to the Coastal Bluff Scrub area”. What plan is
this referring to, what modifications?

AIR QUALITY (Section 5.2)

The document refers to the fact that the project will produce ‘significant” air emissions, both during the construction
phase (short term impacts), as well as during the operational phase (long term impacts). The document indicates
that although these impacts are in excess of the SCAQMD “thresholds’ that would normally require the project
sponsor to ‘implement control measures,” that none are proposed as mitigation. The document uses the term
‘significant and unavoidable air quality impact.” Since the Basin remains a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon
monoxide and PM10, any additional emission caused by the project should be mitigated.

The data for ‘maximum daily emissions’ indicates that pollutants emitted are calculated to be as high as the
following (from Table 5.2-2):

Pollutant ~ Emissions (Ibs/day) Estimated Total Emissions (tons)
ROG 44.62 5.3

NOx : 452.83 8.5

CO 16.62 14.2

PM10 608.90 23

Table 5.2-3 indicates the estimated construction equipment that would be used during the construction phase of the
project. Since the horsepower ratings of the equipment are not included, except for the 700 hp quoted for the
portable crusher that would be used to recycle the existing paving, and possibly the concrete structural elements
from the old Marineland site, it is difficult to verify what the actual emissions would be. However, we have made a
reasonable estimate of equipment engine horsepower (typically 120 hp, where other information is not quoted), and
used EPA’s AP-42 emission factors for diesel I/C engines. Our calculated project emissions from combustion only
are included in the above table as “estimated total emissions.” The NOx emissions alone would qualify this project
eligible for the SCAQMD’s RECLAIM program if this were an industrial facility.

In addition, the long term emissions attributed to this project are presented in Table 5.2-4 as calculated using the
‘worst case’ emissions. It is not known how much variability the actual long-term emissions would be from this
‘worst case’ scenario. However, if we assume that ‘average daily emissions are not significantly different than
‘worst case’ daily emissions, the annual project long term emissions are as follows, assuming 365 days/year:

Pollutant Daily Emissions (lbs/day) Annual Emissions (tons)
ROG : 108.38 20
NOx 153.92 28

CO 762.42 140
PM10 45.66 83
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Clearly, the expected emissions from this project are of a major nature, so that stating that ‘no mitigation is
available’ is not acceptable. These annual emissions would qualify this project under the federal EPA’s Title V
thresholds. If this were an industrial facility, the project would be required to obtain offsets prior to construction.
Thus, we would insist that some form of mitigation be required of the same magnitude of cost that emissions
reduction would cost. That information is available from the SCAQMD under their cost effectiveness” procedures
that would be used for an industrial facility wishing to install pollution causing equipment.

HYDROLOGY and DRAINAGE (Section 5.6)

Consultants for the project sponsor have calculated runoff from the Upper Point Vicente parcel. It is our concern
that if this property is developed into a golf course, the regular irrigation required to maintain an acceptable turf will
keep the soil nearly saturated, so that during rain events the runoff volume will be greater than expected. This, in
turn, could lead to a catastrophic failure similar to that, which occurred at Ocean Trails.

INFRASTRUCTURE (Section 5.11)

The proposed sewer, water, and storm drainage lines seem to be excessively close to the bluff edge in RHA. There
is also concern about proximity of the sewer line to a potential landslide in that area. There seems to be no
compelling reason why those lines would need to be in that location.

In the UPVA new sewer and water lines are shown crossing areas that are nominally preserved as habitat. This is
inappropriate. ‘Habitat areas should not be disturbed for the placement of infrastructure.

RECREATION (Section 5.13)

The treatment of trails, in particular trail access and safety, is inadequate. No mention is made of time (of day)
restrictions. We believe that time restrictions should be minimal if at all, perhaps to a window of 10:00 p.m. to 5:00
a.m. Regarding safety, it is not at all apparent that vegetation is sufficient protection from a golf ball.

EIR ADEQUACY

This DEIR is so lacking in substance that it should not be accepted. As shown above, many of the determinations of
“less than significant impact” are not substantiated. It is our position that these impacts are instead significant. This
DEIR should not be considered for approval until these issues are adequately addressed and mitigation provided to
offset these impacts to a level of insignificance. A new DEIR containing specific documentation of existing
Biological Resources, reasonable estimates of potential impacts, and detailed mitigation plans should be submitted.
Otherwise the Applicant is depriving the public of the opportunity to adequately review and comment on a real plan.

Since the Applicant now favors an Alternative other than the one addressed in this DEIR, a subsequent DEIR should
be prepared reflecting that change. The subsequent DEIR should consider a new Alternative that includes the “No
Project Alternative” utilizing the present permits for a hotel and golf course on the Developer’s own land at Long
Point together with the “Point Vicente Park Enhancement Alternative” (the SOCII proposal). Such a combined
Alternative should be fully evaluated.

CONCLUSION

The PV-SB Sierra Club strongly urges the City Council to deny approval of the proposed Long Point Resort Project.
The PV-SB Sierra Club is strongly opposed to any consideration of the use of the publicly owned property of Upper
Point Vicente for the use of a private developer for the Long Point project. For this reason we request that the
Planning Commission and the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council:

DENY York Long Point’s application for a General Plan Amendment (GPA #28)

DENY York Long Point’s application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP #216)

DENY York Long Point’s application for a Grading Permit (GRP #2230).
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18P
It is our position that the existing General Plan and Zoning of Rancho Palos Verdes should be upheld. The
remaining applications for this proposed project must be carefully evaluated for compliance with existing plans and
regulations, and for environmental, biological, and public access impacts.

(Ideally, this entire proposal should wait until the City’s NCCP is completed)
Please contact me if we can provide any additional information.

18Q

Sincerely,

/M?L/,W

Barry W. Holchin
Conservation Chair
PV-SB Sierra Club
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Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 168.4-Acre Long Point Resort
Project — City of Rancho Palos Verdes

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as
guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final Environmental

I t Report.
mpact Repo 315A

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact
Gordon Mize, Transportation Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you have
any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

oo Stk

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Mr. David Snow, AICP -1- April 20, 2001

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 168.4-Acre Long Point Resort

1.

Project — City of Rancho Palos Verdes

The lead agency has stated in Volume I, page 5.2-15 of the DEIR “that feasible
mitigation measures are not available to reduce the significance of short-term
construction NOx and PM10 emissions to less than significant levels. As such, these
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.” Beside these findings of
significant impacts, the lead agency also states, “Additional measures beyond
adherence to City Development Code and SCAQMD Rules are not required.”
(Volume I, page 5.2-21). The SCAQMD disagrees with this finding. By definition, a
mitigation measure is a means of reducing adverse environmental impacts that goes
beyond existing laws and ordinances applicable to a project. For example, one means
of complying with SCAQMD Rule 403 is to water actively disturbed sites two times
per day, which has a control efficiency of approximately 42 percent. Watering the site
one additional time per day, beyond what is required under SCAQMD Rule 403,
increases the dust control efficiency to approximately 50 percent. An additional
watering and/or other dust control measures would be considered feasible mitigation
beyond what is required under the rule.

In spite of the preceding paragraph, the lead agency has taken credit for mitigation
measures in its calculation of short-term construction impacts (Table 5.2-2, Volume I,
page 5.2-14) and in its computer modeling results (Volume II, Section 15.2) although
the lead agency has not committed to mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. In the
Final EIR, the lead agency should consider all applicable feasible mitigation measures
that address both NOx and PM10 short-term emission impacts including measures
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s CEQA Air Quality
Handbook, Chapter 11. These measures should be listed in sufficient detail for clarity
and enforcement purposes in the Final EIR.

In Volume II, Section 15.2 Air Quality Data, the URBEMIS 7G modeling output
shows that some of the defaults have been changed. For example, the default for
calculating architectural coatings emission estimates has been turned off. In the Final
EIR, the lead agency should identify which defaults have been modified and include
an explanation for why the architectural coatings emission estimates or any other
source category estimates were not calculated.

In Volume I, Section 13.0, page 13-1, paragraph three states, in part “The mitigation
monitoring table below lists those mitigation measures that may be included as
conditions of approval for the project. These measures correspond to those outlined in
Section 2.0 and discussed in Section 5.0.” This table was omitted from page 13-1 in
the Draft EIR and should be included in the Final EIR to clarify which measures the
lead agency intends to implement. Finally, prior to the lead agency’s approval of the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, if there are any mitigation measures that the SCAQMD
is responsible for monitoring, staff would appreciate reviewing these measures to
verify that the SCAQMD has jurisdictional authority over them.
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March 28, 2001

Mr. David Snow, AICP

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point
Resort Project - SCAG No. | 20010051

Dear Mr. Snow:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point
Resort Project to SCAG for review and comment. As areawide cleaﬁnghou§e fgr
regionally significant projects, SCAG assists cities, counties and other agencies in
reviewing projects and plans for consistency with regional plans.

The attached detailed comments are meant to provide guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of our regional goals and policies. If you have any
questions regarding the attached comments, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

i . SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner,
Intergovermmental Review
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COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
LONG POINT RESORT PROJECT
SCAG NO. | 20010051
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the development of a full service hotel providing
approximately 582 guestrooms, restaurants/bars and meeting/function spaces. In
addition, approximately 31.6 acres of conserved/enhanced habitat are proposed along
with, 81.2 acres of public open space facilities, public parking, shoreline access ramps,
public parks/overlooks, public walking/hiking trails, a public golf practice facility and a 9-
hole public use golf course. The proposed Project generally involves two geographic
areas, the Resort Hotel Area (RHA) and the Upper Point Vicente Area (UPVA) and
encompasses approximately 168.4 acres in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes

INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS

The document that provides the primary reference for SCAG’s project review activity is
the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG chapters fall into
three categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The Growth Management (adopted June
1994), Regional Transportation Plan (adopted April 1998), Air Quality (adopted October
1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality
(adopted January 1995) chapters constitute the core chapters. These core chapters
respond directly to federal and state planning requirements. The core chapters constitute
the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their plans with applicable
regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management chapters contain
both core and ancillary policies, which are differentiated in the comment portion of this
letter. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) constitutes the region’s Transportation
Plan. The RTP policies are incorporated into the RCPG.

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services,
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid
Waste Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may
reflect other regional plans. Ancillary chapters, however, do not contain actions or
policies required of local government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no
new mandates or policies for the region.

Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links



March 28, 2001
Mr. David Snow, AICP
Page 3

between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG.

Each of the applicable policies related to the proposed project are identified by number
and reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG staff comments regarding the
consistency of the Project with those policies. ‘

SUMMARY OF SCAG STAFF COMMENTS

1.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project is consistent
with or supports many of the core and ancillary policies in the Regional
Comprehensive Plan and Guide.

The Draft EIR does provide a discussion on the relationship of the proposed project to
applicable regional plans as required by Section 15125 [d] of Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. This discussion is on the
Air Quality Management Plan. However, discussion in the Draft EIR is lacking of the
consistency of the project with additional applicable regional plans, specifically the
Regional Transportation Plan, and the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
(which incorporates references to policies in the other regional plans).

The Draft EIR, on page 5.2-19, references SCAG’s RCPG and selected policies
including 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 and 3.24. Although the policies are mentloned a
consistency analysis for each policy is not provided.

The Draft EIR, on page 1-7, suggests that a consistency analysis of SCAG policies
can be found in Section 5.7 (Land Use and Relevant Planning). Upon review of this
Section, the polices and consistency analysis are not provided. It would be helpful if
the policies and consistency analysis were addressed as outlined in SCAG'’s, August
2, 2000 Comment Letter on the NOP for this proposed Project. The Final EIR should
address the relationships (consistency with core policies and support of ancillary
policies) to SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, utilizing commentary
from the following detailed SCAG staff comments. A side-by-side comparison of
SCAG policies with a discussion of the consistency or support of each policy should
be provided as provided in Table 5.7-2, General Plan Consistency Analysis.

The Final EIR should address the relationships (consistency with core policies and
support of ancillary policies) to SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide,
utilizing commentary from the following detailed SCAG staff comments. The response
should also discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
regional plans. We suggest that you identify the specific policies, by policy number,
with a discussion of consistency or support with each policy.
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CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and

Guide contains a number of policies that are particularly applicable to the Long Point
Resort Project. '

Core Growth Management Policies

3.01

The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in all phases of implementation and review.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR does not reference SCAG’s Population,
Household and Employment forecasts for the South Bay Cities Council of
Governments subregion and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. These forecasts
are as follows:

South Bay Cities

Subregional

Forecasts 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Population -~ 857,700 872,200 884,600 902,900 925,600
Households 300,000 304,200 310,800 317,100 328,200
Employment 450,200 478,300 500,500 524,600 554,400
City of Rancho

Palos Verdes

Forecasts 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Population 13,700 13,700 13,800 13,800 13,800
Households 5,000 5,000 5,100 5,100 5,200
Employment 2,300 2,300 2,400 2,400 2,400

3.03

It would be helpful if the Final EIR would provide a discussion and address the
manner in which the Project is supportive of or detracts from the achievement of
this policy. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR, we are unable to
determine whether the Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region's growth
policies. '

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR, on page 3-29 suggests that the
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construction of the proposed Project will be completed in five phases, with a
construction period consisting of 24 months. Site preparation, grading and
construction of improvements and infrastructure are scheduled for Phase 1. The
Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) aiso has goals, objectives, policies and
actions pertinent to this proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility
with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and
encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic,
geographic and commercial limitations. Among the relevant goals, objectives, policies and
actions of the RTP are the following:

Core Regional Transportation Plan Policies

4.01

Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional
Performance Indicators.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR does not address Transportation
Investments based on the following SCAG adopted Regional Performance
Indicators: ’

Mobility - Transportation Systems should meet the public need for improved
access, and for safe, comfortable, convenient and economical movements of
people and goods.

« Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes — 22 minutes

e PM Peak Highway Speed — 33 mph

e Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (All Trips) — 33%

Accessibility - Transportation Systems should ensure the ease with which
opportunities are reached. Transportation and land use measures should be
employed to ensure minimal time and cost.

o Work Opportunities within 25 Minutes — 88%

Environment - Transportation Systems should sustain development and
preservation of the existing system and the environment. (All Trips)
o Meeting Federal and State Standards — Meet Air Plan Emission Budgets

Reliability - Reasonable and dependable levels of service by mode. (All Trips)
e Transit—63%
e Highway — 76%
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4.02

4.04

Safety - Transportation Systems should provide minimal, risk, accident, death and
injury. (All Trips) :

o Fatalities Per Million Passenger Miles — 0.008

o Injury Accidents — 0.929

Livable Communities - Transportation Systems should facilitate Livable
Communities in which all residents have access to all opportunities with minimal
travel time. (All Trips)

o Vehicle Trip Reduction — 1.5%

« Vehicle Miles Traveled Reduction — 10.0%

Equity - The benefits of transportation investments should be equitably distributed

among all ethnic, age and income groups. (All trips)

e Low-Income (Household Income $12,000)) Share of Net Benefits — Equitable
Distribution of Benefits ‘

Cost-Effectiveness - Maximize return on transportation investment. (All Trips)
o Net Present Value — Maximum Return on Transportation Investment
Value of a Dollar Invested -- Maximum Return on Transportation Investment

The Final EIR should address the manner in which the Project is supportive of or
detracts from the achievement of the eight core RTP objectives. Based on the
information provided, we are unable to determine whether the Project is consistent
with this core RCPG policy.

Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceptable
level.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR, in Section 5.12 (Traffic and Circulation),
identifies traffic impacts. The analysis concludes that there may be significant
impacts and mitigation measures are required. The Draft EIR recommends eight
mitigation measures that may provide efficient and safe access to-and-from the
project site. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR does not provide a discussion on
transportation control measures. It would be helpful if the Final EIR would provide
a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive of or
detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the information provided in
the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine whether the Project is consistent with
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4.16

this core RCPG policy.

Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a priority over
expanding capacity

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 4.02. The existing
transportation system will be maintained and not expanded. The Project is
consistent with this core RTP policy.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE REGIONAL

STANDARD OF LIVING

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms to be competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the
regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the following
policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals and does
not infer regional interference with local land use powers

3.05

3.09

3.10

Encourage patterns of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on
infrastructure construction and make befter use of existing facilities.

SCAG staff comments. - The Draft EIR, in Section 5.11 (Public Services and
Utilities) acknowledges that the proposed Project will maximize the use of existing
services and infrastructure. Service and Utility agencies indicate that there is
adequate capacity. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Support local jurisdictions' efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public
service delivery, and. efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and
the provision of services.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.05. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Support local jurisdictions' actions to minimize red fape and expedite the permitting
process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR addresses subjects that may have
environmental impacts. It is written in a manner, where all possible impacts are
mitigated this will help minimize red tape, and help maintain the economic vitality
and competitiveness of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. In addition, the Draft
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EIR, on page 3-25, includes project objectives that will also help to minimize red
tape, and help maintain the economic vitality and competitiveness of the Rancho
Palos Verdes. A description of approvals and permits required to implement the
proposed Project are on page 3-34 of the Draft EIR. The permits and approvals
will also help to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPRPVE THE REGIONAL

QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

3.12

Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions' programs aimed at designing
land uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled,

~and create opportunities for residents fo walk and bike.

3.13

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR does not provide a discussion on public
transit services that may serve the proposed Project. The proposed Project
provides opportunities for users to walk and bike. However, the Draft EIR does not
provide a discussion on opportunities for residents to walk or bike to the proposed
Project. It would-be helpful if the Final EIR would provide a discussion and
address the manner in which the Project is supportive of or detracts from the
achievement of this policy. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR, we
are unable to determine whether the Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG

policy.

Encourage local jurisdictions’ plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized
areas accessible to transit through infill and redevelopment.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.12. The proposed
Project is an example of infill development. However, the Draft EIR does not
provide a discussion on the proposed Project’s accessibility to transit. It would be
helpful if the Final EIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in
which the Project is supportive of or detracts from the achievement of this policy.
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3.14

3.16

3.18

3.20

Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine
whether the Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy

Support local plans to increase density of future development located at strategic
points along the regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity centers.

SCAG staff comments. The proposed Project is an example of a major
commercial project with access to nearby activity centers. The Draft EIR
discusses the proposed Project in the Project Description section. This section
describes the proposed Project in relation to density, and development of the
proposed Project adjacent to complimentary projects. The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.

Encdurage developments in and around activity centers, transportation corridors,
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and
redevelopment.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policies 3.13 and 3.14.
The Project is partially supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause adverse
environmental impact.

SCAG staff comments. The Project is proposed in a manner that will minimize

environmental impacts. Mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR have been
recommended to address identified impacts. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes
should carefully consider the adequacy of these measures. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources)
provides a discussion on the biological character of the Project site and potential
impacts to special status biological resources, sensitive natural
communities/habitats and wildlife movement. The proposed Project will impact the
aforementioned items. The Draft EIR recommends 17 mitigation measures that
specifically address these impacts. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes should
carefully consider the adequacy of these measures. The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.
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3.21

3.22

3.23

Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR in Section 5.4 (Cultural Resources) provides
discussions on archaeological/historical and paleontological resources, and burial
sites. Impacts to resources will be mitigated by 15 mitigation measures
recommended in the Draft EIR. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG

policy.

Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR, in Section 5.5 (Geology, Soils and
Seismicity) discusses potential impacts related to seismicity, soils, and unstable

geologic units.  Mitigation measures included in this section have been

recommended to address identified impacts through the implementation of studies,
building codes and specific requirements and/or project design. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and fto
develop emergency response and recovery plans

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policies 3.18, 3.20 and
3.22. The Draft EIR, in Section 5.9 (Noise), identifies noise impacts due to
construction, mobile and stationary sources. Mitigation measures described in this
section have been recommended to address the identified impacts. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL,

AND CULTURAL EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. The evaluation of the
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is intended guide direction for the
accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with
local land use powers.
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3.27 Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop

sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society,
accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care,
social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.05. The Draft EIR,
Section 5.11 (Public Services and Utilities) suggests that the proposed Project
could have impacts on police and fire services. Mitigation measures in the form of
avoidance or the provision of a heli-pad, design review and standards will help to
mitigate the identified impacts. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG

policy.

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality Chapter (AQC) core actions that are generally applicable to the Project
are as follows:

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source

5.11

rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be
assessed. '

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 4.04. The Draft EIR,
does not provide a discussion on programs and actions. It would be helpful if the
Final EIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project
is supportive of or detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the
information provided in the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine whether the
Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR, Section 5.2 (Air Quality) addresses
consistency of the proposed Project with regional and local air quality regulations
and includes mitigation measures for impacts to air quality. The Project is
consistent with this core RCPG policy.
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WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the nation's water; and, to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters.

11.02 Encourage “watershed management” programs and strategies, recognizing the

primary role of local government in such efforts.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft Program EIR does not address the subject of
“watershed management” programs and strategies. It would be helpful if the Final
PEIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is
supportive of or detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the
information provided in the Draft Program EIR, we are unable to determine
whether the Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

~ 11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,

feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater
discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed. ‘

SCAG staff comments. The California Water Service Company does not currently
provide reclaimed water services for the proposed Project site. In the event that
services are made available to the proposed Project site prior to construction, the
proposed Project will utilize this service for golf course and landscape irrigation.
The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

OPEN SPACE CHAPTER ANCILLARY GOALS

Outdoor Recreation

9.01

Provide adequate land resources fo meet the outdoor recreation needs of the
present and future residents in the region and to promote tourism in the region.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR in Sections 3.0 (Project Description) and 5.7
(Land Use) suggests that the proposed Project has adequate land resources to
meet outdoor recreation needs. The project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG
goal.
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9.02 Increase the accessibility to open space lands for outdoor recreation.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments for goal 9.01. The PrOJect is
supportive of this ancﬂlary RCPG goal.

9.03  Promote self-sustaining regional recreation resources and facilities.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments for goal 9.01. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG goal.

CONCLUSIONS

1.

2.

3.

As noted in the staff comments, the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long
Point Resort Project is consistent with or supports many of the core and ancillary
policies in the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide.

Based on the information in the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine whether the
Project is consistent with core policies 3.01, 4.01, 4.04, 5.07 and 11.02. Based on the
information in the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine whether the Project is
supportive of ancillary policies 3.12 and 3.13. Based on the information in the Draft
EIR, the Project is partially supportive of ancillary policy 3.16

As noted in the General Staff Comments, the Final EIR should address the
relationships (consistency with core policies and support of ancillary policies) to
SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and discuss any inconsistencies
between the proposed project and applicable regional plans.

All mitigation measures associated with the project should be monitored in
accordance with CEQA requirements.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS is a Joint Powers Agency
established under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, the
Association is designated as a Council of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Among its other mandated roles and
responsibilities, the Association is:

Designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated
to maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a
Regional Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C.
'134(g)-(h), 49 U.S.C. "1607(f)~(g) et seq., 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 C.F.R. '613. The Association is also the
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and as such is responsible for both preparation of
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) under
California Government Code Section 65080.

Responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). The Association is
also designated under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a) as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality ptanning for the Central
Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

Responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '7506.

Responsible, pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section
65080 of the Government Code. The Association must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of

such programs within the region.

The authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-

95 Review).

Responsible for reviewing, pursuant to Sections 15125(b) and 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines,
Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans.

The authorized Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency, pursuant to 33 U.S.C.
'1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act)

Responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California
Government Code Section 65584(a).

Responsible (along with the San Diego Association of Governments and the Santa Barbara County/Cities
Area Planning Council) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Plan
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised January 18, 1995
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Mr. David Snow, AICP & CODF ENFORCEMENT

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Ms. Gayou and Mr. Snow:

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort
Project, SCH 2000071076

Staff of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has reviewed the subject
document. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City is the Lead
Agency and the CSLC is a Responsible and/or Trustee Agency for any and all projects
that could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust
resources or uses, and the public easement in navigable waters.

The State acquired sovereign ownership of ail tidelands and submerged lands
and beds of navigable waterways upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The
State holds these lands for the benefit of all the people of the State for statewide Public
Trust purposes that include, waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related
recreation, habitat preservation, and open space. The landward boundaries of the
State's sovereign interests are generally based upon the ordinary high water marks of
these waterways as they last naturally existed. Thus, such boundaries may not be
readily apparent from present day site inspections. The State's sovereign interests are
under the jurisdiction of the CSLC.

The Draft EIR addresses a proposed multi-faceted destination resort
encompassing approximately 168.4 acres of blufftop in the city of Rancho Palos Verdes.
The project will include habitat conservation/enhancement, public recreational facilities

PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer

(916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810

California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2922
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2929

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1892
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1925

20A
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including parking, trails, access ramps, public golf course, and a full service hotel and
resort villas.

The project proposes storm drain improvements that would convey flows to two
discharge pipes with rock riprap energy dissipators located at the base of the bluffs.
" There is insufficient information in the Draft EIR to determine the precise location of
these discharge pipes in relation to or their impacts on sovereign lands under the
jurisdiction of the CSLC. CSLC staff will need to review detailed plans for this aspect of
the overall project in order to make such a determination.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions concerning
the CSLC's jurisdiction, please contact Jane E. Smith, Public Land Management
Specialist, at (916) 574-1892.

And Management

cc: Jane E. Smith
OPR
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David Snow

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Long Point Resort Project (General Plan Amendment #28 Coastal Permit #166, Conditional Use
Permit #215 & 216, Tentative Parcel Map # 26073 & Grading Permit
SCH#: 2000071076

Dear David Snow:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on March 22, 2001, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: -

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 21A
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

\jc/w,z W
Terry Roberts
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958123044
9I6-445-0613  FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML

18
el



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2000071076
Project Title Long Point Resort Project (General Plan Amendment #28 Coastal Permit #166, Conditional Use
Lead Agency Permit#215 & 216, Tentative Parcel Map # 26073 & Grading Permit
Rancho Palos Verdes, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description The Long Point Resort involves a full-service hotel providing approximately 550 guestrooms, 32 villas,
restaurants/bars, and meeting/function spaces. Also proposed are approximately 40.2 acres of
conserved/enhanced habitat and approximately 81 acres of public open space/recreation facilities
including public parking, shoreline access ramps, public parks/overiooks, public walking/hiking trails, a
public golf practice facility, and a 9-hole public-use golf course.
Lead Agency Contact
Name David Snow
Agency City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Phone 310-544-5228 Fax
email davids@rpv.com
Address 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
City .Rancho Palos Verdes State CA  Zip 90275
Project Location
County lLos Angeles
City Rancho Palos Verdes
Region
Cross Streets  Palos Verdes Drive South/Hawthorne Boulevard
Parcel No. Muitiple
Township 5S ' Range 15W Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways Pacific Ocean
Schools
Land Use Resort Hotel Area: Commercial-Recreational; Urban Activities and Socio-Cuitural Overlay Control
Districts; and Specific Plan District. Upper Point Vicente Area: Recreational Passive; institutional
Public; and Natural Overlay Control District.
Zoning: Resort Hotel Area: Commercial Recreational (CR) and Open Space-Hazard (OH). Upper
Point Vicente Area: Open Space Recreational (OR) and Institutional (1).
Project Issues  Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Coastal Zone; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Job Generation; Housing; Minerals;
Noise; Public Services; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects;
Aesthetic/Visual
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways; California Coastal Commission;
Agencies Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Department of Fish and Game,

Marine Region; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; California
Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands

Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Date Received 02/06/2001 Start of Review 02/06/2001 End of Review 03/22/2001

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region

‘Pacific Great Basin Support Office

. 600 Harrison Street, Suite 600
N REPLY uriu‘o: $an Francisco, California 94107-1372
L2623(PGSO-PP) RECEIVED
Mg 2s am : SEP 01 2000
Joel Rojas, Director .
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement PLANNING, BUILDING,
i & CODE ENFORCEMENT

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 80275

Ré: input for Scoping to Long Point Resort Project Environmental Impact Report

Liur Mr. Rojas:

In|response to your notice of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long

- Point Project, the National Park Service offers the following input to help facilitate
the use of your Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in our National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA compliance for the above project.

1.‘ As we expressed to you in our letter of June 26, 2000, the National Park.
arvice is legally prohibited from a roving any change of use to the arcel of
land which we transfetred to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes that would
jéopardize the California coastal gnatcatcher, federally listed as an
endangered species. We encourage the proponents of the Long Point -
Development to develop and analyze a full range of alternatives for their
project, including those, which will not jeopardize existing gnatcatcher habitat.

’c.l 3ecause of concerns regarding the proposed change of use of the land we
at the EIR address the

transferred, the National Park Service requests th
il have on public access to open space and

impacts that this proposal w
, coastal access in your community.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in your environmental impact report.

5‘1%3

McCusker
door Recreation Planner

i
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COMMENT NO. 313

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Regional Office
600 Harrison Street, Suite 600

IN REPLY REFER TO: San Francisco, California 94107-1372

L2632 (PGSO-PF) APR 0 9 2001 RECEI,

Mr. Dave Snow ' APR 09 2001
Deputy Director of Planning, Building ' PLANNINE

and Code Enforcement 2 égr‘i“l":\ BUILDING,
City of Rancho Palos Verdes ‘ : VUL CNFORCEMENT

30940 Hawthornhe Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Comments oh Draft Environmental Impact Report for Long Point Resort Project
Dear Mr. Snow:

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Environmental Impact Report for the
Long Point Resort Project, and we appreciate the opportunity to participate in this
planning process. We believe the DEIR portrays an adequate range of development
alternatives, and we are satisfied with the public involvement process that the city is
undertaking. We offer the following comments:

1. We approved the Program of Utilization (POU) for the Point Vicente Property in
1976 and it paints a picture of significantly less development for the site than a
conceptual plan that was developed in 1979 (see page 21 and figure 6 of enclosed :
application). A copy of the POU that we approved is enclosed with these 313 A
comments. The DEIR however, presents the conceptual plan for development,
which we do have partially in our files. Although the NPS never objected to this
document, it should be clear that neither do our records show it being accepted as a
POU. '

Both the 1976 POU and the 1979 Conceptual Pian documents were developed
before many of the biodiversity issues on the property became known. For this
reason, we would now favor public recreational uses of the property known as
Upper Point Vicente which have the fewest impacts on biological resources given
the information now available. The NPS generally favors preservation of native
habitat over replacement of restored habitats. The "No Development", "No Project"
and "Point Vicente Park Enhancement” alternatives would seem to best meet these
criteria, and have the most likelihood of being accepted, given our obligations under
Federal laws, including the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
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National Park Service
Page 2

We think that Exhibits 5.3-1 and 5.3-2 "Biological Resources within the Resort Hotel
Area" which depict birds and vegetation as point features should indicate exactly
what the point symbols mean. We suspect that these maps show nesting sites and
observations of specially listed plants. If so, it would be useful to indicate this in the
legend on the map. '

The policy of the NPS Federal Lands to Parks Program is to defer to local
governments in deciding how properties we have transferred have been developed
within the lega! and policy constraints of our program. Further since the golf course:
was not within the POU previously submitted to this office. If that alternative is

- pursued it will need approval consistent with applicable laws.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or the terms of conditions of deed
transferring the Upper Point Vicente property, please contact Jeff McCusker at 415- .
427-1324. ‘ _ : ‘ ..

Sincerely,

A e
John J.. Reynolds, "
Regional Director, Pacific West Region

Enclosure: Application to Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of the Interior

cC.

March 1, 1976 LADA Nike Site 55, Point Vicente, Rancho Palos Verdes,
California GSA Number 9-D-Calif-1088

Mary Beth Woulfe, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carisbad Fish and
Wildlife Office, 2730 Loker Avenue, Carlsbad, CA 92008 :

313B

313C
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COMMENT NO. 23

'U.S. Department Cormmander : Coast Guard Island, Bidg 54D
of Transportation Maintenance & Logistics Alameda, CA 94501-5100
Command Pacific Staff Symbol. sp

Phone: (510) 437-3511

United States FAX: (510) 437-5753

Coast Guard

16475
April 6, 2001

Mr. David Snow, AICP i

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthome Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Preliminary Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort
Project (General Plan Amendment No. 28, Coastal Permit No. 166, Conditional Use
Permit Nos. 215 & 216, Tentative Parcel Map No. 26073, Grading Permit Nos. 2229
& 2230), and Appendix to Draft, February 2, 2001

Dear Mr. Snow:

Thank you for requesting Coast Guard review and comments on the subject, two-volume
preliminary draft Environmental Impact Report, hereinafter referred to as the “DEIR”. This
letter will address potential impacts on Coast Guard property located within the Upper Point’
Vicente Area (UPVA) that is proposed to be surrounded by land uses described in the DEIR.
Coast Guard property interests potentially affected by DEIR proposals are the 3.9-acre patcel, 23A
Bunker No. 240 located mostly within this parcel, and the Coast Guard utility easement
extending from the Coast Guard parcel to Palo Verdes Drive South.” At this time, antennae
owned by the Coast Guatd and two tenants are located on the 3.9-acre parcel. Please be advised
that the Coast Guard has not declared this property excess and must evaluate this parcel, together
with other Coast Guard properties, for future use, e.g., as part of future communication networks.

An alternative presented in the DEIR, as depicted in Exhibit 7-1 and described in Sections 2.3
and 7.3, was to utilize the 3.9-acre Coast Guard parcel by dividing it into 1.2 acres for golf
course expansion, 1.8 acres for native habitat, and 0.9 acres for City Hall Park expansion. The
'DEIR also proposed a nature trail inside the perimeter of the Coast Guard parcel in Exhibit 7.6.
In Part 5.4 of Section 2.2 it was noted that demolition of the World War II bunker that straddles
both City and Coast Guard property might be “unavoidable”. In DEIR Exhibits 7-2, 7-3,7-4,7- | 23B
5, and 5.13-1, golf cart paths and pedestrian trails were depicted up to, and around the Coast
Guard parcel, but no motor vehicle access road to the parcel was shown in any DEIR exhibits.

The Coast Guard requests that the DEIR follow through on the assumption noted on Exhibits 3-
3,5.3-4,5.3-6,5.7-2, and 5.11-2, and stated on pages 3-1 and 5.10-10, that the Coast Guard site
is not part of the proposed project. Also, we request that the suggested multiple land uses on
Coast Guard property described above be deleted. The proposal on pages 5.4-24 and 8-10 of the
DEIR to possibly demolish all or a portion of historic Bunker 240 that extends over the boundary
of the Coast Guard 3.9-acre parcel into City property is not feasible. The entire bunker was 23C
transferred by General Services Administration (GSA) to Coast Guard, together with the 3.9-acre
parcel and 40-foot wide, 0.52-acre utility easement and, therefore, Coast Guard controls the
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entire bunker. Tt cannot be demolished without Coast Guard permission. Because it has six and
seven-foot thick walls, it would be difficult to destroy it. The “preferred” option, noted in
Section 2.2, part 5.4-1c, and on pages 5.4-20, 5.4-24, and 8-10, to preserve Bunker 240 is
endorsed by the Coast Guard. Bunker 240 is likely to be eligible for listing in the National 23C
Register of Historic Places, and it was acknowledged on page 5.4-19 of the DEIR that it is
qualified for listing in the State of California Register. Any change would require a National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). Furthermore, any attempt to demolish the bunker may cause further damage to
archaeological site “CA-LAN-103” located just downslope from it as noted on DEIR page 5.4-8.

As stated in the DEIR on pages 3-4 and 5.7-2, 2 fire road extends from City Hall to the Coast
Guard site. There will be a continuing need for utility vehicle access by Coast Guard and its 23D
tenants. It is requested that an access +oad be included in the exhibits and discussed in the '
narrative. None of the exhibits in the DEIR show the Coast Guard’s 40-foot wide, 0. 52-acre
utility easement that extends from the 3.9-acre parcel to Palos Verdes Drive South for the
purpose of providing service to the Coast Guard Point Vicente Light Station. If the City or 23E
developer prefer to relocate or underground the electrical utility line, this may be acceptable to
the Coast Guard, but the service cannot be interrupted.

An issue raised in Section 2.2, part 5.10-1h, and on pages 5.10-12, 5.10-14, 5.10-22, and 5.10-33
of the DEIR concerned the presence of two vent pipes protruding from Bunker 240, and the’
possibility that they are connected with underground storage tanks (UST) for fuel storage. They
are identified on Exhibit 3 of Appendix 15.10 of the DEIR. We have no specific information at
this time on the purpose of the vents, or what they are connected to. According to anold Army | 23F
map in our files, there were three “abandoned tanks” in the vicinity of the bunker, none of which
were located in, or next to the bunker. We believe that the two tanks removed by the Coast
Guard in 1996, as discussed in the DEIR on pages 5.10-2, 5.10-3, and 5.10-12, were two of these
three tanks. Also, the vents could have been connected to USTs mentioned in the DEIR among
the remediation projects identified by the “military” as part of site abandonment, i.e., removal of
two 500-gallon USTs at Bunker 240 (p. 5.10-2). Italso is possible that the vents could have
been used for some purpose other than venting fuel storage tanks.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Ms. Carol Meyer of my planning staff
at (510) 437-3511.

Sincerely,

R. M. DIEHL

Commander, U. S. Coast, Guard

Assistant Chief, Civil Engineering Division
By Direction of the Commander

Copy : Commanding Officer, U. S. Coast Guard Integrated Support Command San Pedro
. Commanding Officer, U. S. Coast Guard Civil Engineering Unit Oakland
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"U.S. Fish and Wildtife Service CA Dept. of Fish & Game
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Carlsbad Fish and Witdtife Office oA 4949 Viewridge Avenue
- 2730 Loker Avenuc, West . San Diego, California 92123-1662
Carlsbad, Califoraia 92008 (619) 467-4201
(760) 431-9440 FAX (619) 467-4235
FAX (760) 431-5902 + 9618
In Reply Refer To:
FWS-LA-755.2 .
Yoel Rojas MAR -1 2000
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, Californja 90275-5391
Subject: Altemative 5 of the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP, Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Rojas:

This letter provides our comments regarding proposed Alternative 5 of the Rancho Palos Verdes
Peninsula Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program dated November 22,
2000, and the upcoming Rancho Palos Verdes City (City) Council hearing to adopt a preferred
project altermative for analysis and public review. Over the past year the Department of Fish and
Game (Department) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), the “Wildlife Agencies,” staff
from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (City), and local landowmers representatives have met to -
discuss the development of an alternative that would meet the goals of the NCCP effort and the 24A
landowners. As discussed with you over the past few months we continue to have concerns
about the proposed “Alternative 5" reserve design. We are particularly concerned with the
proposed development within the large blocks of habitat primarily on City Hall property and in
the moratorium area near Peacock Flats under this alternative. These concerns are based on our
evaluation of the consistency of the alternative with the NCCP Conservation Guidelines and the
conservation plan’s ability to meet the preserve design tenets/species requirements.

As previously discussed with you, we are concerned with the existing proposals for the
York/Long Point and Hon Company projects. The York/Long Point (Destination Resorts) 24B
development continues to propose development on the former Marineland site, City Hall, and
National Park Service properties, and would impact a hi, roductive

shreatened coastal California snateatcher (Polioptila californica califormica, “guatcatcher”). Hon
Compavy (Palos Verdes Land Holding Company) has proposed a project within the Portugese
Bend landslide moratorium area that would impact the large core habitat area and bisect the 24C
remaining habitat. .

We understand that a pr_eviously approved project has obtained land use approvals from the City
that are necessary to develop the former Marineland site. The Wildlife Agencies maintain that 24D
development of the proposed project on the Marineland site would be consistent with NCCP.
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However, the project by York/Long Point proposes to develop a resort hotel, 9-hole golf course,
and associated amenitics on the former Marineland site, existing public lands owned by the City,
and public lands acquired by the National Park Service with Federal Land and Water
Conservation finds. We maintain that their proposal will significantly reduce productive
gnatcatcher habitat, particularly on the City Hall land. Though the City had indicated that sage
scrub would remain or be revegetated.on the property, these areas would become further i
fragmented by the proposed development. The sage scrub habitat would not be contiguous, 24D
would be patchwork of lands surrounding the proposed fairways within the golf course, and
unlikely be able to maintain a productive gnatcatcher area. Public lands that support sensitive
habitat and species should be considered a priority for being placed into the reserve to maximize
conservation benefits and minimize 8 acquisition costs of the NCCP plan. Additionally, the partial
foss or fragentation of City Hall lands would compromise the Tinkage of the 30-acre mitigation
site on Subregion 1 and the Agua Amarga Canyon, another productive gnatcatcher habitat area
on the peninsula. .

The Lower Filiorum project is also being proposed by York Long Point Associates. This area is
a key linkage/connector between the coastal bluffs and Upper Filiorum. A fanctional connection 24E
st be retained through this area The reserve design now only indicates that a habitat linkage

is planned, but linkage criteria are not specified nor are hardlines shown Alternative 5 also
proposes to eliminate more of upper Filiorum that encroaches further into the core habitat areas.

The Hon Company is proposing to develop the golf course and associated amenities within the
Portuquese Beud and Peacock Flats areas. The proposed golf course project had not provided
required geological studies to verify that it can meet the acceptable safety factor for these
activities. Although the project proposes habitat linkages within the golf course, placing large
“hubbles of nonhabitat” in the core area of undeveloped land within the landslide is problematic.
Although not all of the habitat within the proposed golf course is pristine, it comprises the largest
block of sage scrub in the plaoping area. The current configuration of the goif course
significantly impacts the core habitat area and further fragments this area. In addition, the
fragments of restored hebitat within the golf course likely will not support successful breeding by
gnateatchers. Moreover, these fragments likely will function as habitat for brown-headed 24F
cowbirds, which are nest-predators of the gnatcatcher and other sensitive birds. The proposal
also significantly increases the amount of urban edge around the reserve lands, that reduces
babitat values and increases management needs. Consolidating the golf course footprint,
identifying appropriate edge landscaping and specifying management actions, such as cowbird
contro), also should be incinded.

The Ocean Trails Golf Course, is located in an ancient landstide area that was certified safe for
construction. A 1999 landslide within the golf course raises concerns that a golf course in
Portugese Bend, even if it is able to meet the current landslide safety/risk requirements, may not
be stable in the long-term and requirc additional work that could further reduce habitat acreage.

Lard on the west side of Palos Verdes Drive South in the Portugese Bend area that is currently
not proposed for conservation should be reconsidered. The City has chosen not to include these
Jands in the proposed reserve becanse of the City’s desires to conduct landslide remediation
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activities associated with the stabilization of the moratorium area and Palos Verdes Drive South. |
The NCCP can include the area as a reserve and address proposed landslide stabilization as a 24F
covered activity in the permit. Following the stabilizatiop activities, the area could be

revegetated with native drought tolerant vegetation to augment the coastal bluff reserve.

We appreciate the City coordinating with the Wildlife Agencies, and hope that these comments
are helpful in assisting the City with the development of an alternative that balance the goals of
the NCCP program with the needs of the City. We contimue to be available to work with the
City, your consultants, and the various stakeholders to prepare a plan that is consistent with 24G
NCCP Conservation Guidelines. We arc also available to provide guidance and input on how to
reduce impacts to the species we are addressing under this plan and to ensure that proposed
alternatives avoid and minimize take of listed species to the maximum extent practicable. Please
contact William Tippets at (619) 467-4212, of the Department or Mary Beth Woulfe at (760)
431-9440, of the Service, if you have any questions or comments concerning this letter.

Sincerely,
M /L’\
Q‘.(L im A. Bartel . . William E. Tippets
Asgistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager

o  City of Rancho Palos Verdes Council Members
City Manager, Rancho Palos Verdes (Attn: Les Evans)
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In Reply Refer To:
FWS-LA-1406.1

David Snow

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long Point Resort Project in the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes, Los Angeles County, California (SCH #2000071076)

Dear Mr. Snow:

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service), the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
dated February 2001, for the proposed Long Point Resort project in the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes (City), California. The Wildlife Agencies have reviewed the DEIR with regard to the
proposed project’s on-site biological values and in the context of regional conservation planning
efforts being undertaken in accordance with the Natural Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) Act 0of 1991. Our comments are based on review of biological resources information
presented in the DEIR and supporting technical appendices prepared by RBF Consulting, as well
as the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP Subarea Plan Phase I Summary Report (Phase I Report),
long-term ecological research of the area by Jonathan Atwood of Manomet Observatory, and our
knowledge of biological resources on the Palos Verdes Peninsula.

The Department is identified as a Trustee Agency pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) section 15386 and is responsible for the conservation, protection, and
management of the State’s biological resources. The Department is also responsible, pursuant to
the California Endangered Species Act, Fish and Game Code 2050 ef segq., for the protection of
species listed by the State as endangered or threatened or identified as species of concern and the
habitats they require. The Department is also the principal state agency implementing the NCCP
Program, which allows regional, habitat-based conservation plans to be developed in concert
with participating jurisdictions to aid in the preservation of sensitive biological resources.

The Service’s primary mission is to work “with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish,
wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.” The
Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds, anadromous fish, and
endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. Specifically, the Service
administers the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884, as amended;16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and provides support to other Federal agencies in accordance with the

2730 Loker Avenue, West O ARE San Diego, California 92123-1662

25A
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provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401 as amended, 16 U.S.C. 661 et
seq.). Section 7 of the Act requires Federal agencies to consult with the Service should it be
determined that their actions may affect federally listed threatened or endangered species.
Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take” (e.g., harm, harassment, pursuit, injury, kill) of federally
listed wildlife. “Harm” is further defined to include significant habitat modification or
degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential
behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Take incidental to otherwise
lawful activities can be permitted under the provisions of section 7 (Federal consultations) and
section10 (permits) of the Act, or under the terms of the special rule pursuant to section 4(d) of
the Act for the threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica,
gnatcatcher)[50 CFR § 17.41(b)].

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes is currently in the process of developing a Natural Community
Conservation Plan and the proposed project will occur within the boundaries of the planning
area. The NCCP Act was approved in 1991 to provide for regional protection and perpetuation
of natural wildlife diversity while allowing compatible land use and appropriate development
growth (California Fish and Game Code section 2800 ef seq.). The law provides an alternative to
“single-species” conservation via the formulation of regional, natural community-based habitat
protection reserves and programs. The first of the NCCP projects in the State has been focused
on providing adequate conservation and mitigation for impacts to coastal sage scrub, the
preferred plant community of the gnatcatcher.

The proposed project is divided into two areas to the north and south of Palos Verdes Drive
South. The 103.5-acre Resort Hotel Area (RHA) is located to the south of Palos Verdes Drive
and is the site of the former Marineland aquatic park. The Upper Point Vicente Area (UPVA)
consists of 64.9 acres surrounding City Hall. The proposed project includes the development of
a resort hotel, nine-hole golf course, and associated facilities.

The project proposes to impact public lands owned by the City and public lands acquired by the
National Park Service with Federal Land and Water Conservation funds. Public lands that
support sensitive habitat and species should be considered a priority for being placed into the
reserve to maximize conservation benefits and minimize acquisition costs of the NCCP plan.

According to the DEIR, the proposed project will impact sensitive coastal sage scrub, southern
cactus scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and mulefat scrub communities. Federally threatened and
endangered species that will or have potential to be impacted by the project include the
gnatcatcher, endangered California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), endangered Palos
Verdes blue butterfly (Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis), and the endangered El
Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni). Sensitive species potentially impacted by
the proposed project include Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter
striatus), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
(Aimophila ruficeps canescens), coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus couest),
northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), western yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri),
white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), California horned lark (Ereophila alpestris actia),
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). Several sensitive species of bats may roost in the
abandoned structures on the RHA and use the project site for foraging. Sensitive plant species

25A
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including island green dudleya (Dudleya virens ssp. insularis), California box-thorn (Lycium
californicum) and woolly sea-blite (Suaeda taxifolia) were observed on the project site, and
suitable habitat occurs onsite for others such as the federally endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta lyonii), aphanisma (Aphanisma blitoides), south coast saltscale (diriplex pacifica),
Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae), Lewis’ evening primrose (Camissonia lewisii),
Catalina crossosoma (Crossosoma californicum), and Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn (Lycium

brevipes var. hassei).
The Wildlife Agencies offer the following comments concerning this project:

1. Implementation of the proposed project will significantly affect the preparation of the
City’s Subarea Plan. According to the Phase I Report, “(t)he goal of the subarea plan is
to provide sufficient conservation of habitat in an appropriate configuration such that the
target species and other sensitive species will persist in the plan area.” According to the
DEIR, project surveys conducted in 1998 concluded that 4 pairs of gnatcatchers and 11
pairs of cactus wrens occupied the UPVA site, and the Phase I Report indicates that
gnatcatchers and cactus wrens have historically occupied the UPVA. Although the
project proposes direct impacts to 4.91 acres of 19.51 acres of scrub habitat on the UPVA
site, the alignment would result in fragmentation of the existing habitat and would subject
remaining habitat to increased edge effects thereby reducing its long-term viability as
breeding habitat for the gnatcatcher. Habitat values of this productive area would be
reduced as implementation of the proposed project would result in a patchwork of sage
scrub habitat surrounded by golf course fairways.

The UPVA also functions as an important habitat linkage between gnatcatcher and cactus
wren populations in Agua Amarga Canyon to the north and Portuguese Bend to the east.
Years of research have shown that the gnatcatchers occurring on the UPV A site are some
of the most productive on the peninsula and may act as a source population supplying
juveniles to populate these and other habitat areas. According to the Phase I Report, the
western portion of UPVA also supports ocean locoweed (4stragalus trichopodus var.
lonchus), and the site is identified as an area of moderate restoration potential for the
Palos Verdes blue butterfly. The gnatcatcher, cactus wren and Palos Verdes blue
butterfly are all identified as target species in the Phase I Report, and the UPVA should
be identified for conservation in the City’s Subarea Plan. Restoration efforts to the west
(Subregion 1) and north (Lunada Canyon) of the UPVA further increase the importance
of this linkage. Any development proposed within this area should be significantly
reduced and configured to retain larger blocks of habitat and preserve connectivity to
adjacent native habitats.

A golf practice facility, pro-shop, and associated parking lot are proposed for the
northwestern portion of UPVA. This area supports chenopod scrub and annual grassland
habitats and serves as the northernmost connection on UPVA to other native habitat areas
to the north. This area has high restoration potential, and we consider it to be essential to
the development of the reserve. We recommend reducing the development emphasis on
UPVA by shifting the practice facility and associated improvements to the RHA.
Preserved areas should be placed under a conservation easement.

25C
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2. As discussed in the DEIR, the proposed project site is within the boundaries of designated
gnatcatcher critical habitat (Unit 8; 65 FR 63680). Projects requiring discretionary
approval by a federal agency (i.e. National Park Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 25J
that “may affect” constituent elements within designated critical habitat require
consultation with the Service.

3. The DEIR indicates that a number of rare plants potentially occur onsite and are likely to
be impacted by the proposed project. A project may be considered to have a significant
effect if it will adversely affect rare species (per the 1999 CEQA Deskbook). A species
need not be listed by the State or Federal government for it to be considered by CEQA as
“rare” or “endangered,” as long as it meets the criteria for listing. CNPS list 1B plant
species such as island green dudleya meet this criteria, and impacts to such species should 25K
be regarded as significant. We recommend avoidance and minimization of potential
impacts to all such plants onsite, including adequate buffers to ensure long-term
protection. Appropriate mitigation, developed in coordination with the recommendations
of the Department, should be incorporated into the project for all CNPS list 1B plant
species.

4. The host plant for the endangered El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni)
is coast buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) not ashy-leaf buckwheat (Eriogonum )
cinerium) as stated in the DEIR. Should coast buckwheat occur on-site, we recommend sSL
surveys to determine the status of El Segundo blue butterfly on the property.

5. Grading and other alterations to the topography and hydrologic patterns of the site may
increase the risk of landslide. The substantial irrigation needs of the proposed golf course 25M
will only magnify this risk. Mitigation measures for impacts to habitat due to landslide
should be incorporated into the project design.

6. According to the DEIR, suitable nesting habitat for peregrine falcon is present along the
bluffs in the RHA. Increased lighting and noise during and after project implementation
may affect falcons, bats, and other species that roost and/or nest on these bluffs. Pursuant
to Section 3511 of the Fish and Game Code, peregrine falcons are a fully protected
species and take of individuals is prohibited. Furthermore, avian nests and eggs are
protected pursuant to Section 3503 and 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code, and impacts
should be avoided. Potential habitat also occurs on the project site for sensitive bat 25N
species such as: pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), pale big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
(=Plecotus) townsendii pallescens), mastiff bat (Eumops perotis), small-footed myotis
(Myotis ciliolabrum) and Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis). The project proposes to
conduct surveys for nesting raptors 30 days prior to commencement of demolition
activities. Preconstruction surveys for nesting birds and bats should be conducted a
maximum of seven days before commencement of any construction activities to ensure
absence of active nests. If nests are present, the Wildlife Agencies should be notified and
construction activities within 500 feet of the nest should be avoided until the young have
fledged.




David Snow (FWS-LA-1406.1) 5

7.

10.

Mitigation measure 5.3-2g (Page 5.3-68 of the DEIR) states that the project will be
“modified to avoid any construction/development impact upon coastal bluff scrub and
disturbed coastal bluff scrub areas.” However, Table 5.3-4 indicates 0.10 acres of coastal
bluff scrub will be impacted on the RHA. Please clarify impact calculations to this
sensitive habitat.

According to the DEIR, the project proposes to remove 18.07 acres of annual grassland.
This grassland occurs as a mosaic within the coastal sage scrub and therefore provides
haibtat for gnatcatchers and cactus wrens. Although not considered a sensitive habitat in
the DEIR, annual grassland also possesses biological value in that it provides foraging
area for raptors. Given the number of sensitive raptor species with potential to use the
project site and the suitability of onsite habitats, loss of 18.07 acres should be considered
significant, and mitigation should be incorporated into the project. We recommend
impacts to annual grassland be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio in an area with long-
term conservation potential.

Impacts to mulefat scrub should be avoided. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts should
occur in areas of long-term conservation potential and should comply with the State’s no-
net-loss of wetlands policies. The Department may require a Lake or Streambed
Alteration Agreement, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with
the applicant prior to the applicant’s commencement of any activity that will divert,
obstruct or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank (which may include
associated riparian resources) of a river, stream or lake, or use material from a streambed.
The Department’s issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement for a project
that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by the Department as a
responsible agency. The Department, as a responsible agency under CEQA, may
consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) Negative Declaration or EIR for the
project. To minimize additional requirements by the Department pursuant to Section
1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian
resources should be identified, and adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and
reporting commitments provided for issuance of the agreement. A Streambed Alteration
Agreement notification package may be obtained by writing to The California
Department of Fish and Game, Environmental Services Division, 4949 Viewridge
Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 or by calling (858) 636-3160. In addition, the applicant
may be required to obtain a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

It is unclear as to whether fuel modification zones have been incorporated into the project
design. Clearing and/or thinning coastal bluff scrub and other sensitive habitats for fuel
modification are project-related impacts and will require additional mitigation.

250
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25R
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development project. The Wildlife Agencies have determined that the proposed project would
have significant, unmitigated impacts on sensitive biological resources. Specifically, the actions
will substantially reduce the habitat of wildlife species, reduce the numbers of endangered,
threatened or rare species, conflict with long-term environmental goals identified by the NCCP
planning process for the City, and result in impacts that are cumulatively significant in light of 258
past habitat losses and the small amount of remaining habitat to support sensitive species on the
Palos Verdes Peninsula. We request that the City not take final certification action until the
Wildlife Agencies have bad the opportunity to meet with the applicant to address the concerns
identified in this letter, including the impacts to the NCCP. If you have any questions or
comments please call Warren Wong (Department) at (858) 467- 4249 or Kevin Clark (Service) at
(760) 431-9440. ‘

Sincerely, }{
William E. Tippets Karen A. Evans
Environmental Program Manager Acting Assistant Field Supervisor
California Department of Fish and Game U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service

ce:  National Park Service, San Francisco
Pam Emerson, California Coastal Comrmnission
Robert Lowe, Destination Hotels & Resorts
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COMMENT NO. 26
UNION LOCAL 30

Hotel Employees
and Restaurant Employees
Union of San Diego

\ Oftice of the Secretary-Treasurer
Affiliated with ... , JEF L. EATCHEL
American Federation of Labor
' State Fedaration of Labor
Stata Culinary Alliange

San Diego Central Labor Council
Union Label 8 Service Trades Council

4/5/01
By facsimile and U.S. mail

Mr. David Snow, AICP

Deputy Planning Director

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
Facsimile 310/544-5293

Dear Mr. Show,

In my capacity as a research analyst for the International Hote! Employees
Restaurant Employees Union (HERE), | track new hotel development in Southern
California, including the environmental impact review process, with an eye
towards issues important to hospitality workers as well as residents. | am
providing comment to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (RPV) on the York Long
Point DEIR on issues of traffic, transportation and parking.” The current analysis
of these issues is insufficient and not in compliance with CEQA's requirement

- that the public have adequate information during the EIR process. 26A

Before getting into the specifics of the DEIR, note that my comments are based
on HERE's half century of experience in the Southern California hospitality
industry as well as my particular knowledge about a property used in the Long
Point DEIR as a comparison, the Hotel Del Coronado. The City will note that the
Hotel Del Coronado is operated by Destination Hotef and Resorts, the operating
company for the Project’s developer, Lowe Enterprises. Lowe has another EIR
under review with the City of Coronado for a master plan renovation and new
construction. Where relevant | will make reference to comments made on that

DEIR at a public hearing held February 20, 2001, as well as other rejevant Hotel
Del Coronado infarmation.

121 Juniper Street # San Diego, CA 92101 ® 619/233-HERE ® FAX 619/233-4394
Together, We Wit Make a Difference

R
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I. TRAFFIC: Sections 5.12-1, 5.12-2, and 5.12-3 evaluates the Project’s
impacts and finds that "mitigation measures are recommended to reduce
impacts to less than significant levels” (Page 5.12-1). However, there
appears to be a fundamental problem in the trip calculations because they do
not provide specific or accurate information about traffic generated by
employees or employee use of transit and carpooling. The DEIR needs to be
revised to provide this information to address what is described below.

A. EMPLOYEE GENERATED TRAFFIC

1. Footnotes to the Trip Generation section refer to varying percentages of
“internal hotel use” vs. outside community use for various site features (i.e.
golf course, spa, retail, etc.). (Page 5.12-11). It does not distinguish
employee from guest traffic within the category of “internal hotel.” ,
Outside of the parking discussion (described below), there is no reference
within the traffic analysis to the number of employee-generated vehicle

“ trips. The DEIR should be revised to study and include this information.
New analysis should be based both on the specifics of employees at the
project and refer to Trip Generation, published by the Institute of 26A
Transportation Engineers, which includes averaged data on employee
trips as well as number of rooms.

During the City’s Traffic Committee public hearing on the DEIR, the
question of where employees would be coming from was raised and could
not be answered. HERE represents over 10,000 hotel workers in the LA
area and knows where Southern California hospitality workers already
live. With the high cost of housing in RPV and other adjacent
communities (Rolling Hills Estates, Palos Verdes Estates), it is rare for
hotel employees to be residents of this immediate area. Current HERE
membership demographics have considerable resident density in areas
within easy commuting distance of the Project, including Long Beach and
San Pedro, which are to south of the Project, as well as Torrance, -
Inglewood, Hawthorne, and Lennox, which are north and east of the
Project.

Itis likely that a new hotel resort in RPV would attract hospitality workers
driving and using public transit from these areas. Traffic analysis should
be redone to account for the likely impact of commute patterns from these
areas. Special attention should be paid to the surface street commute
corridor from San Pedro with streets intersecting and leading to Gaffey, as
was noted in the Traffic Committee Public Hearing by committee members
who referred to the street as “a secret fly-way” from the south into RPV.

2. The DEIR states that the Project “is projected to employ approximately
700 full-time equivalent employees (FTEE). These employees, however, 26B
would work separate shifts, with a maximum of approximately 100 actual
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employees on site at any one time (with the major exception of major
conferences, banquets, and/or meetings” (page 5.12-40). This claim of a
“maximum” of only 100 employees on site at a time is inconsistent with the
stated purpose of the hotel as a destination resort, which is in fact devoted
to servicing “major conferences, banquets, and or meetings.” These 26B
events are the economic engine of the Project, not “major exceptions.” At
the Hotel Del Coronado, which is operated by Destination and used a
comparison hotel in the DEIR, conferences constitute the majority of room
bookings. 100 employees is not a credible average maximum number for
a 550-room destination resort hotel.

3. In additional to being conceptually flawed, the DEIR’s projection of a
maximum of 700 employees looks low in comparison to the ratio of
employees to room at Destination Hotel and Resorts’ Hotel Del Coronado.
The Project proposes 550 rooms—with 400 main hotel rooms and 150
multiple keyed casitas (Page 5.12-40)--and says it will employ a maximum

- of 700 people, a ratio of 1.27 employees per room. The Hotel Del
Coronado has 692 rooms and employs a maximum of 1,200 workers, a
ratio of 1.73 workers per room.

The Hotel Del Coronado is clearly an older hotel. Older properties 26C
generally require more employees in maintenance and housekeeping
departments than new hotels. However the Project includes features not
offered and staffed at the Hotel Del Coronado, centrally the goif course.
The Project also has a much larger volume of rooms in the guesthouse
“casita” format, which are more labor intensive for housekeeping staff to
clean than regular guestrooms. The City needs to better explain the
Project's formula of employees per room in the revision of the DEIR. A
larger staff would impact multiple elements in the DEIR analysis, including
traffic and parking analyses. New analysis with a higher number of
employees could change whether effects would be significant and wouid
need more mitigation.

4. Itis unclear whether the traffic study trip generation analysis assumes
employee travel based on 100 employees at the hotel, vs. a much larger -
share of the 700 total employees coming and going, 24 hours a day, as is 26D
necessary to staff such a hotel. If trip generation was calculated only on
the 100 employees, the traffic analysis is seriously flawed and must be
redone.

3. The DEIR says that there are shift changes during the day, but does not
specify how many shift changes in one day are normal. in HERE's
experience, there are 3-4 shifts per 24-hour day in a resort hotel, the 26E
number of shifts varying by the department. The heaviest shift changes
tend to be in the morning and evening. The traffic analysis should be
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redone to examine traffic flows during projected peak shift changes, both
in the morning and evening, when commute traffic is also at its height.

B. EMPLOYEE CARPOOLING AND PUBLIC TRANSIT:

1. The Project DEIR states that LSA analysis “has estimated that
approximately 50% of the employees would be transit dependent” (page
5.12-43). ltis unclear what impact this will have on existing bus service,
whether more service will be required, and from where to where. This
need should be considered in revision of the DEIR.

2. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes should also consider requiring the
developer to provide incentives to employees for carpooling or using
public transit. As part of its review of the DEIR for a proposed $55 million
Hotel Del Coronado master plan renovation, the City of Coronado has
asked Destination to show what programs they have or will develop to

-encourage employee carpooling and the use of public transit. Similar
programs would undoubtedly benefit Rancho Palos Verdes and the
surrounding areas.

PARKING: Section 5.12-4 “Parking Capacity” states that “the project may
result in inadequate parking” but with that “Analysis has concluded that the
Project proposes adequate on-site parking” (page 5.12-37). The analysis is
inadequate because it fails to specify designated employee parking and
public use parking in sufficient detail. The DEIR needs revision to comply
with CEQA.

A. EMPLOYEE PARKING ISSUES

1. The DEIR states that, “employee parking would be designated in remote
locations on the Project site.” It does not make clear just how many
spaces will be designated for employees. The revised EIR needs to
establish this to ensure adequate parking for employees, guests, and the
public.

2. The notation that employee parking will be in “remote locations” begs the
question of how exactly employees are coming to work. Wil their
employer expect them to walk from the remote locations? If 50, what does
this do to the traffic flow within the resort? What will the parking
arrangements be for employees who work at the proposed golf course up
the hill from the main hotel resort site? Will the employer provide an
employee shuttle service from the remote parking areas? If so, what is
the impact of such a service? How many trips per day would be needed
for this coming and going at shift changes? What level of pollution and
noise would be generated? Will the employer purchase shuttles with
clean energy sources or will they be burning diesel fuel?

26E

26F

26G

26H

261

26J
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3. In my comments on traffic | have discussed the ways in which it is
problematic for the DEIR traffic analysis to assume a maximum of 100
employees per shift. This includes the parking analysis, which is also
terribly flawed. The DEIR follows its description of conference and 26K
banquet events as “exceptions” with the statement that: “The parking
supply of 825 spaces would adequately serve both the hotel patronage
and employee parking on a regular business day.” The DEIR has not
adequately or accurately define what constitutes a “regular business day”
for its parking or traffic analyses, and what would happen on conference,
meeting or banquet days. Analysis must be redone.

4. When looking at what constitutes a “regular business day,” analysis can
look to other similar resort occupancy rates averaged over the year. The
Hotel Del is a comparison hotel for parking analysis in the DEIR. And itis
operated by the Project developer’s hotel operations company, 26L

- Destination Hotel and Resorts. Last year the Del had an 81% occupancy
rate averaged over the year, which reflected a drop in previous annual
rates that stayed at a fairly constant 85-86% until the hotel began
renovation construction,

B. PUBLIC PARKING:

1. The Project proposes 825 spaces with another 100 designated for
public parking. However, the DEIR states that the public parking may
be used by the Resort in “special circumstances,” i.e. when the hotel is
full. Again we have the problem of gauging what will be "special” vs.
what will be normal at the hotel. The DEIR speculates that, “These
situations mostly likely would occur in the evening hours, when the
public parking is available for Hotel use” (page 5.12-40). “The special
events discussed above would not occur frequently, and in the event
the parking demand was in excess of the 825 spaces, the public 26M
parking (100 spaces) could be utilized” (page 5.12-43). The DEIR
does recognize that “Use of public parking areas for hotel/golf uses
may impact the adequacy for public uses. This impact would be
considered significant unless mitigated” (page 5.12-43). But the
mitigation proposed is inadequate.

The mitigation proposed is simply to restrict the public parking areas.
“Implementation of the specified mitigation restricting the use of public
parking areas would reduce this impact to less than a significant level”
(page 5.12-43). This is not adequate mitigation because it will
basically eliminate public parking when the hotel is full. The evening
time frame proposed does not address what happens when the hotel
parking lot is full with guests and employees during the day. Itis also
unclear that the public would not use access to the recreation areas
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during the evening, or that the public might not want access to the
hotel services in a non-guest capacity.

2. In evaluating the public parking issue, the City should be aware of the
current Destination Hotef and Resort parking policy at the Hotel Del
Coronado, which requires employees to park off-site on days when the
hotel is full or during “special events.” As a result the employees park
on the street, causing a burden for employees who are trying to get to
work on time, for the residents who park in front of their homes, and for
local businesses.

This issue was discussed at a public hearing on the DEIR for the
hotel's renavation this past February. Coronado residents testified
that the hotel regularly post signs at the hotef’s parking lot entrances,
telling employees not to use the hotel lot on heavy days. City Council
members described the employee parking issue as a long-standing
“sore spot.” The City of RPV would do well to ensure this does not
happen in its community.

In summary, there are a number of issues in the Traffic analysis that must be
addressed for impacts to be adequately known and properly mitigated. In
reviewing the written public comments submitted prior to the Traffic Committee
DEIR public hearing and from attending the hearing itself, it is clear to me that
the City and citizens of Rancho Palos Verdes understand the need to thoroughly
review the project. | am pleased to be able to contribute to this process.

Sincerely

A (L

Dr. Molly Rhodes

Research Analyst

Hotel Employees Restaurant Employees Local 30
121 Juniper Street

San Diego, CA 92101

619/233-4391 voice

©19/233-4394 fax

drmoli@home.com email

Cc: Rancho Palos Verdes City Council and Traffic Committee

26M

26N
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COMMENT NO. 27

JOHN C. ABSMEIER ARCHITECT A.LA.
85 rockinghorse road  rancho palos verdes  calif.

March 28, 2001

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commision
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

Dear Mayor,

Please consider approving the plan for Long Point. We have been contem-
plating this beautiful facility long enough.

I believe this resort would be a great asset to the city and community.

I have only one concern and people have been asking if the city property
posed by Long Point will, in fact be used for the public. I have assur- | 27A
ed them that this is the plan.

The project will bring jobs to our city and I believe that the Long

Point Group has offered us a great addition to add to the beautification
of our city. Please let's have a GO on Long Point.

Singgrﬁly, | g ‘

Glgﬂéus Absmeier, A.I.A.

v

phone 310 547 5895
zip 90274
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COMMENT NO. 29

RECEIVED
BILL and KA AIKEN
32724 COASTSITE DR. MAR 13 2001
RANCHO PALOS VERDES  PLANNING, BUILDING,
CA.90275 & CODE ENFORCEMENT
MARCH 7,2001 |

To Mayor Lyon,City Counciband Members of the Planning
Commission

Sirs and Madams,
'We the undersigned would (ike to have it known that we 29A

support and are very much in favor of the plans for the hoteland
golf course at Long Point. We are anxious to have this project
completed and we are in hopes that all of you would agree.

Respectfully, /
Bill Aiken ;’{o%%ﬂ)
Kay Aiken ]

Barry Aiken Och~_
Thank You '




COMMENT NO. 30

RECEIVED

MAR 15 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING
& CODE ENFORGEMENT

6304 Sattes Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes,
Calif. 90275

March 14, 2001

Members of the City Council Re: Long Point
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, Calif. 90275

Dear Sirs:
I do not object to responsible development of the private property at Long Point. 30A

However, I object strongly to any use of city property on the north side of Palos Verdes
Drive for this project. This city property should be maintained as natural, open space.

Sincerely,

WZ%

Thomas L. Alley



COMMENT NO. 31

April 28, 2001

Mayor Lyon

Members of the City Council
And Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
RPV, CA 90275

Dear Mayor Lyon and esteemed Council Members:

We have been members of the Peninsula Community since the 1930’s. We support
many peninsula organizations including our grandchildren’s sports programs.

The Peninsula needs more recreational fields four the ever-expanding younger
generation, Girl’s softball has specific field dimensions that are near possible to 31A
accommodate in our mature community.

The lower Point Vincente property has the available flat area. The Long Point
developers will contribute to the development such that our community is able to
expand recreational facilities for our children.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dr. & Mrs. Ralph B. Allman, Jr.
3282 Via Campesina

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275



COMMENT NO. 32

RECEIVED

5/»720& /
MAR ¢ 5 2001

L PLANMING, BUILDING,
Ay Z‘L&% / & CODE ENFORCEMENT

Song Sovnt Biggect lonnar

This letter is intended to reach all Commisioners on
the Planning Commision and all members of the City Council of
‘Rancho Palos Verdes. It concerns the use of City Hall property
belonging to Rancho Palos Verdes. The Long Point Project seek- 32A
ing the use of this property for golf ocourse: holes is totakly
unacceptable .and the land should not be granted tq them.

I‘am aware of the proposal of SOC II and respectfully
request that the City Council accept this plan which is a Pre =
ferred use of the land. I am also aware of the NCCP Alternative A
that protects and preserves. and will reserve important habitat.
To destroy this-area by grading fragile hillsides is a subject 32B
I sincerely urge the Ciﬁy Council to consider.

If the City Council does not accept the SOC II plan or the

NCCP Alternative A, any other use of the land should come 32(:

before a vote of thevpeople.

Sincerely,

Dorothea Alpert

%%@ %%&//‘

A psident of Abalone Cove sinCe 1950
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COMMENT NO. 34

34A
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CUSKHM AN COMMENT NO. 36

L REALTY CORPORATION MAH L_Z] 2001

Todd P. Anderson
Senior Vice President
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COMMENT NO. 37

CUSMMW/AR

REALTY CORPORATION

Todd P. Anderson
Senior Vice President

March 28, 2001

Ms. Gail Tiermey

Senior Deputy

County of Los Angeles

822 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Lower Point Vicente Softball Field Complex
Dear Gail:

I have enclosed a site plan with a softball field complex superimposed on the Lower Point Vicente
property which is owned by the County. There is strong growing support among the recreation
community within Palos Verdes to put such a use on this property which can serve as multi-purpose fields
which include soccer fields in the softball outfields as well as areas for Pop Warner Football and
Cheerleading among other groups.

There is a diversionary counter movement developing among those people opposed to using City of
Rancho Palos Verdes property for golf course holes related to the Long Point Resort development.

The diversionary counter movement is proposing recreation facilities on the Upper Point Vicente city
owned property. Unfortunately there is not a large enough level area with street access and parking
anywhere on the Upper Point Vicente property which could accommodate the necessary complex of fields
which create league synergy. .

Supervisor Knabe could play an extraordinarily influential role on behalf of the community of families
and children in Palos Verdes, if he were to endorse the County property for such recreation fields. The
recreation fields, as you know, are consistent with both the City General Plan and Coastal Commission’s
Specific Plan. Furthermore, the City is very desirous of reopening the site and expanding the Point
Vicente Interpretive Center, which is consistent and complimentary with recreational fields and enables
the site to once again provide coastal access to the public.

As you are aware, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes is looking into remediation efforts for the lead
contamination. The developer of the Long Point Resort has indicated they would contribute to the
development of the field complex on property that is currently in a state of overgrown agricultural land.

Please present this opportunity to Supervisor Knabe. I look forward to following up with you in further
detail next week.

Sincerely,

il 2 (Jy s,

Todd P. Anderson

cc: Juan Torres
Marilyn Lyon
Mike Mohler
Enclosure

601 South Figueroa Street, 47th Floor » Los Angeles, California 90017-5752 = 213/627-4700

37A



COMMENT NO. 38

Les Evans, 09:11 AM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point Resort

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 09:11:32 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Long Point Resort

Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 07:28:21 -0800 (PST)
From: John Tupper <tuppjohn@yahoo.com>
Subject: Long Point Resort

To: CityCouncil@rpv.com

Cc: longpoint@loweenterprises.com

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning
Commissioners,

| am contacting you as a resident and President of the
Vista Pacifica HOA regarding the proposed resort at
Long Point.

I am well aware of the proposal presented to approve
Long Point and create a resort on the property. |
have attempted to educate myself with all views
pertaining to development of the community. To this
end, while | do not speak for the Vista Pacifica 38A
homeowners, | do speak for my wife and myself to go on
record in favor of the development as proposed. This
includes the use of the land around city hall to be
developed as part of a golf course.

Rancho Palos Verdes deserves the destination
conference center and resort. The developer has
presented a solid plan for the highest and best use of
the land. |believe the resort itself is not in

question. Rather, the proposed golf course
encroaching on the city land, which is public ly
owned, is the issue at hand.

Including a golf course, even if it is only nine

holes, is imperative to a successful resort project as
proposed. The plans to included amenities not
currently available to the public are an exciting
asset.

I have been fortunate enough to play golf at Ocean
Trails. | have been pleasantly surprised at the use
of the public trails and how busy they have been.
There is no interference by the golfers, or vice

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



Les Evans, 09:11 AM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point Resort

versa. | can speak from personal experience that this
wonderful coexistence of land use could not have been
possible without careful development.

The same potential holds true with Long Point. This
land can be developed to coexist with the developer
and the residents of Rancho Palos Verdes. The paths

provide access not currently enjoyed by many 38A
residents. Creating parks and bluff access is not
development for development sake but a harmonious
blend of respect for the existing habitat and the key

for access to this area by members of the community.

I urge the Mayor and respected members of the City
Council to view this proposal based upon the facts,
the history of a similar project, Ocean Trails, and
the potential benefits to the residents of Rancho
Palos Verdes. 1trust the voices of the loud and
emotional will be heard and the facts will prevail.

Please vote yes for passage of the Long Point Resort.

Respectfully,

John Tupper

Cindy Andreotti

6410 Via Baron

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310-544-7314

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com>



COMMENT NO. 39
MAR 0 6 2001

28856 Crestridge Rd. PLANNING, BUILDING,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Califronia 903 14)0E ENFORCEMENT

March 3, 2001 Glenn Arbuthnot

Dear:Joel Rojas:

As a member of the planning commission I ask you to refuse to go along with the
incredible damage to the environment that is being proposed by the city.

Almost every day we are given more bad news. Just this morning OPEC has announced
that they are going to cut back the sale of oil. We have an electricity emergency. This will niot go
away quickly. Reputable scientists tell us that we have a global warming problem caused by
greenhouse gases. Much of this by automobiles. Our streets and Hawthorne and Crenshaw
Blvds.are crowed with automobiles. We have few jobs on the Peninsula so one must drive out
each morning and back each night. It would seem to me that a reduction in traffic is a must.
Instead of that we are asked to increase our all ready heavy traffic load. It is not safe now and the
City is asking for more.

You have under consideration a Hotel which will use more power than at least 150 houses.
You also have or will have a plan for a 64 unit apartment building. This will certainly use more
power than at least 100 houses. These two high density units are a hazard to everyone. In
buildings of this type the common areas such as halls, community rooms and elevators must have
some lights on at all times. The elevators also use more power than practically anything in a
home.

We have a power crisis and the city proposes a big jump in power consumption. We
already have unsafe traffic conditions and the city asks for a vast increase in traffic. The problem
is if these two programs are allowed there will be no turning back.

This area was supposed to be low density single family dwellings. We are already well
past the low density stage.

We have been here for forty years and voted for the establishment of the City of RPV and
paid taxes for this period of time. For the last few years the City has voted for development after
development. We are already inundated with traffic. Too much is too much.

Instead of more traffic we should be planting trees. At least 7 trees for every automobile.
Automobiles produce carbon dioxide. Trees fix carbon dioxide and transform it into cellulose and
oxygen. A most desired reaction.

I ask you to vote against any and all additional over crowding,

39A

39B

39C

39D
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COMMENT NO. 40

Les Evans, 05:19 PM 3/8/01 -0800, Fwd: LONG POINT

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Thu, 08 Mar 2001 17:19:33 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: LONG POINT

From: EBPIGGY@aol.com

Date: Thu, 8 Mar 2001 19:20:12 EST

Subject: LONG POINT

To: CITYCOUNCIL@rpv.com

X-Mailer: AOL 6.0 for Windows US sub 10506

DEAR MAYOR, MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS. -
LAST NIGHT | WENT TO A PRESENTATION ON THE LONG POINT RESORT.  IT LOOKS AND
SOUND BEAUTIFUL.

IT WILL ADD SO MUCH TO THE VALUE OF OUR WAY OF LIVE IN RANCHO PALOS VERDES.
| HAVE LIVED HERE FOR 32 YEARS . WE USED TO HAVE MARINELAND WITH A NICE
MOTEL AND REST. THERE. IT WAS SOMEWHERE TO TAKE OUT CHILDREN AND OUT OF 40A
TOWN GUESTS. WE SAW THAT CLOSE. WE SAW GOLDEN COVE BECOME A GHOST TOWN

WITH NO CLOSE SHOPPING CENTER.  EVERY TIME WE THINK THINGS WILL IMPROVE
NOTHING GETS APPROVED AND THE PEOPLE RUN OUT OF MONEY.

PLEASE DONT LET THIS HAPPEN THIS TIME. | AM SURE THE SAME VOCAL GROUP WHO
OPPOSE EVERYTHING WILL BE OUT IN FULL FORCE. 1 NEVER BOTHER TO WRITE BUTI
REALLY FEEL THIS WILL IMPROVE OUT CITY AND WAY OF LIFE.

THANKS FOR YOUR TIME.  EDITH BALOG(310-377-9430

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 41

Bernard Barbeito
Ranche Polos Vorten, G 80276 APR 04 208%
angl N ¥ s

EHon“m Phone 373-2704 © T

mall batodgyahao.com PLANNING, BUILDING,

& CODE ENFORCENMENT

Aptil 03, 2001

Mayor Lyon, Membeig of the City Council and Planning Coremisgion
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthotne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners:

Re: THE LONG POINT RESORT

1 bolieve the benefits of the Long Point Resort project a3 is now being proposed, including the use
of city-owned praperty for the golf course, are far greater than the disadventages.
T SUPPORT THE PROJECT. . 41 A

The tax revenues generated could be used to eliminate the utility tax rather than the increase in dollar antount we are
now facing as utility costs increase. In addition, walking the proposed trails seems more appealing than hiking
through the present remnants of buildings and parking lots.

Respectfully,



COMMENT NO. 42

THIS LETTER WAS A DUPLICATE. THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.



COMMENT NO. 43
Les Evans, 03:03 PM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point Resort

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 15:03:03 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Long Point Resort

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express Macintosh Edition - 4.5 (0410)
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 14:55:01 -0800

Subject: Long Point Resort

From: "Frank A. Bescoby" <f.bescoby@worldnet.att.net>

To: CityCouncil@rpv.com

CC: Soc2steering@aol.com

Mayor Lyon, Members of City Council and Planning Commission, City of Rancho Palos Verdes,
30940 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners
Re: Long Point Resort

Please use your influence to preserve RPV Pt Vicente Park land as open space for all its
citizens to enjoy. It should be developed according to the SOC Il plan which would include tennis
courts, open space for hiking and equestrian trails, preservation of natural habitat for science
classes to study and explore, handicapped and senior citizen parking and picnic areas, benches
and viewpoints for everyone to enjoy our beautiful California coastline. Other flatiands could be
used for soccer and softball fields, and possibly an equestrian riding ring for the pleasure and
safety of our children. This plan would serve all citizens of RPV and not only those interested in

golf. 43A

Long Point Resort Hotel and Facility must be developed on the Marineland site according to the
previous Federal approved plan. Hotel guests would have easy access to nearby Los Verdes,
Ocean Trails, and Harbor Golf and Practice Ranges. Another golf course is being considered at
the previous city dump facility located between Hawthorne, Crenshaw, and P V North Blvds. A
shuttle bus would provide easy access to these facilities. Point Vicente Park ‘

trails and picnic area would also be an asset for guests who prefer hiking to golf. The Long Point
Resort plan allows a small percentage of land for trails and open space and most of the trails are
along streets, the upper area reserved for golf carts.

The proposed hotel and its amenities would provide revenue and jobs for RPV but it must be
developed without RPV federally granted land. 1trust you will SAVE our OPEN SPACE. Thank
you!

Sincerely, Ruth Bescoby, 19 Surrey Lane, RPV FAX 377-4I5, email f.bescoby@worldnet.aft.net
310 377- 6645

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 44
Les Evans, 03:27 PM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: <no subject>

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 15:27:12 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: <no subject>

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express Macintosh Edition - 4.5 (0410)
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 13:52:31 -0800

Subject: <no subject>

From: "Frank A. Bescoby" <f.bescoby@worldnet.att.net>

To: CityCouncil@rpv.com

CC: Soc2steering@aol.com

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission, City of Rancho Palos
Verdes ’

30940 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: The Long Point Resort

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners:

Please use your influence, as our RPV elected officials, to preserve RPV Pt Vincente land and
upper park land for open space for all its citizens to enjoy. It should be developed according to
the plan presented by SOC II. Under no circumstances should this federally donated RPV land
be developed into another golf course by Long Point Resorts. Their hotel facility must exclude
RPV land and be developed on the Marineland site as previously approved. Golf facilities are
already available at Ocean Trails and Los Verdes Golf Courses and Harbor College Golf and
Practice Range Facility. Another golf course is being proposed on the former city dump property
at Crenshaw and PVNorth Blvds. A shuttle bus could provide easy access to these fascilities for | 44A
hotel guests.

The SOC Ii plan will include tennis courts, open space for hiking and equestrian trails, natural
habitat for science classes to study and explore, handicapped and senior citizen access for
parking and picnic areas, and benches and viewpoints for everyone to enjoy our beautiful
California Coastline. Other flat area could be used for soccer and softball fields, and possibly an
equestrian ring for the practice, pleasure and safety of our children. You must agree that another
golf course is not the best use of this land. If you look at the Long Point Resort proposal, you will
find a small percentage of land given for trails, natural habitat, and viewpoints. A new hotel will
bring revenue and jobs to our city and most citizens welcome it but do not take our parkland.

Sincerely, Ruth Bescoby, 19 Surrey Lane, RPV FAX 377-4151, email f.bescoby@worldnet.att.net
310-377-6645

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 45
Feb. 12, 2001 '3 2

To: Lee Byrd
Mayor Pro Tempore
RPV City Council
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, VA 90275

CC: Marilyn Lyon, Councilwoman

Barbara Ferraro, Councilwoman

John S. McTaggart, Councilman

Douglas Stern, Councilman
We would like to add our voices in opposition to the proposed extension of the Long Point
Resort project onto the publicly-owned land surrounding the RPV City Hall. This open land is
unigue and should either be left as it is or perhaps used as a natural park land with improved
accessibility. We are longtime residents of the Point Vicente area and have witnessed the
gradual erosion of our open spaces over the years. The semi-rural ambiance, which drew us all 45A
to this peninsula, is rapidly disappearing. We do not need a golf course straddling P.V. Drive.
We entrust the City Council to preserve as much of our open space as possible. Giving-into a
developer, who only comes here "to make a buck and leave” is a betrayal of the people who
make their home here in the community. Let the Long Point people confine their project to their
own property! Once our ever-decreasing open spaces are gone, they're gone forever!

Respectiully,

I e TS, Tl Olben
Mr and Mrs Kermit Ollson
30625 Rue Langlois
Rancho Palos Verdes

Dh. # P 1y Rlahiodlil

Dr and Mrs Ron Blackwelder
30531 Rue I__anglois
Rancho Palos Verdes




COMMENT NO. 46
Les Evans, 09:10 AM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: 4/3/2001 City Council Agenda ltem RE: Upper Pt. Vicente

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2

Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 09:10:51 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: 4/3/2001 City Council Agenda ltem RE: Upper Pt. Vicente
Park

Date: Tue, 27 Mar 2001 23:25:21 -0800

From: Meredith Bloss <bloss@home.com>

Reply-To: bloss@home.com

Organization: @Home Network

X-Mailer: Mozilla 4.61C-CCK-MCD AtHome0407 (Macintosh; U; PPC)
X-Accept-Language: en,pdf

To: CityCouncil@RPV.com

Subject: 4/3/2001 City Council Agenda ltem RE: Upper Pt. Vicente Park

To the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council Members:

This comment is regarding the future use of city-owned land known as
Upper Pt. Vicente Park and City Hall.

My husband and | are fifteen-year residents of Rancho Palos Verdes and
are raising three children here. We prefer to see publicly owned land
kept undeveloped.

If development occurs, we prefer to see the least amount of development

possible. The following uses are desirable and would be a benefit to the community:
1. A public park for families and young children 46A
2. Playing fields for our many sports teams

3. A small overnight camping area for scout troops

We especially do not want to see any part of city land used to enhance a
commercial venture. We do not believe that promises of city revenue,
however large, can compensate for the loss of land. A golf course is not
open land.

Regarding the proposed Long Point development and its stated need for
city land, it is our opinion that the proposal is likely too massive and
ambitious if it requires the addition of city land. A smaller

development which would not encroach on public land is all that should
be allowed, and if a smaller development is not economically feasible,
then we are better off without it. Please

take plenty of time to address this issue and don't be pressured fo
accommodate a developer's schedule.

We appreciate the opportunity to express our opinion regarding this
agenda item.

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



Les Evans, 09:10 AM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: 4/3/2001 City Council Agenda ltem RE: Upper Pt. Vicente

Walter and Meredith Bloss
27930 Beechgate Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com>



Nick Ei-ajevich (310) 833-5024 [Fg 3726701

COMMENT NO. 47

March 26, 2001 RE@EE%E@

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and

Planning Commission MAR 28 2001

ity of Rancho Palos Verdes PLANNING. BUILDING

E0940 Hawthrone Blvd. _ & CODE ENFORCEMENT
ancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

ear Mayor, Members of the City Council and
lanning Commission:

Re: Long Point Resort

My family and | have been residents of Rancho Palos Verdes for over 30

years.
We strongly support the Long Point Resort.  We feel that it will be a
beautiful improvement to the City. This improvement will provide needed ATA

tax revenue from the development and from increased property values as
the present homes change ownership. We can not see any negatives to this
tmuch awaited development.

Kincerely,
Mr. & Mrs. Nicholas Brajevich

29666 Highpoint Road
»ancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

E-mail nbrajevich@aol.com



, COMMENT NO. 48
David Brunone, 08:11 AM 2/12/01 -0800, No Subject

From: David Brunone <David.Brunone@trw.com>
To: CityCouncil@RPV.com

Subject:

Date: Mon, 12 Feb 2001 08:11:49 -0800

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2650.21)

| favor soc-ll also. Leave if open. There is enough development on the hill. 48A

Printed for Dennis McLean <dennism@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 49
Les Evans, 01:29 PM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: FW: Use of city hall and upper point vicente park property

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2

Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 13:29:34 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: FW: Use of city hall and upper point vicente park property

From: David Brunone <David.Brunone@trw.com>

To: CityCouncil@RPV.com

Subject: FW: Use of city hall and upper point vicente park property
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 11:59:38 -0800

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2650.21)

Dear Mayor Lyon and city councilmembers-

We would request that you seriously consider the alternative recreational uses for the city land in
the upper Point Vicente park area. The nice flat area would be a great place to create a
recreational sports complex for general playground activities. This would allow the general
population the ability to enjoy the public property in the way the original city founders envisioned. 49A
Coupled with the educational trails and scenic vistas proposed by the SOC2 committee, you
could really create a wonderful active and passive recreation area.

Thank you for your consideration.
Dave Brunone
Marshan Brunone

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> ) 1



COMMENT NO. 50
billholly, 12:54 AM 3/10/01 -0800, Long Point letters

From: "billholly" <billholly@msn.com>

To: <planning@rpv.com>

Subject: Long Point letters

Date: Sat, 10 Mar 2001 00:54:20 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2615.200

X-OriginalArrivalTime: 10 Mar 2001 08:53:13.0977 (UTC) FILETIME=[8A9A3690:01COA93F]

Dear Chairman Lyon,

I am writing to you out of concern for the fate of the Upper Point Vicente Park property. This is precious
land that was deeded to the city by the Department of the Interior to for the use of the general public. t
should be clear that “general public” refers to the people of the community, and not a for-profit development
company. As a member of the Planning Commission you have the awesome task of analyzing the Draft
Environmental Fmpact Report, and the grave responsibility of considering the alternative proposals and
providing our city council with wise counsel. It is important to the people in our community today, and to
future generations that this land is developed in a manner consistent with the city’s general plan, and fulfilling
the intent of the federal government when the land was deeded to the city. Allowing any developer to use
public land for private profit is not appropriate use of our public land.

50A

The former Marineland site was purchased with approved plans for a hotel, casitas, and a nine-hole golf
course. Destination Points Resorts should be encouraged to proceed to develop this spectacular site
according to the original approved plans. Over the years of ever-changing proposals, presented, and
rumored, by the developers, the people of the peninsula were told that the project was not financially viable
unless it could be developed according to the “plan of the moment.” We heard that nothing short of a full
eighteen-hole golf course would be acceptable to the developers. Then we were told that a nine-hole golf
course would be okay, so long as part of it was located on public land. When proposing to use our public
land the developers added more structures on their property, among them timeshares they call “villas.” Let’s
get this behemoth tamed back to its original and appropriate and approved design. Let’s especially keep it
contained on its own property.

It is particularly disturbing that a “golf academy,” euphemism for driving range, is proposed to be located on
public land. The developers have repeatedly assured citizens of the community that they would never put up
any lights, or fences, or nets, and that only attractive landscaping would surround this “golf academy.” Yet, 50B
according to Mr. Mohler, spokesperson for the developers, this driving range is proposed to be located, “200
feet,” from the Villa Capri homes. This is about sixty-seven yards, which assures errant golf balls will be hit
into this residential area, doing what golf balls do. Does this mean that the city would be left to assume this
problem and its labilities?

- Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



billholly, 12:54 AM 3/10/01 -0800, Long Point letters

th
Mayor Lyon mentioned at the March 6  city council meeting that she was receiving calls requestig more
athletic field sites. The flat land around city hall could accommodate several fields, while the slopes could be
developed using ideas in the alternative proposal submitted to the city council by Jim Knight at the January

16th city council meeting. This would provide more playing fields for our youth, a healthy ecological region
for the animals and plants we want to protect and nurture, and places for all the people to walk and enjoy the
beautiful vistas; all the people, not just golfing hotel guests. Therefore, I urge you to reject the Long Point
proposal, and recommend that the Parks and Recreation Department develop a plan for the people of the 50C
peninsula, not a developer. :

I’m confident that the wisdom of the Planning Commission , and the Finance Advisory Committee, and our
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council will allow Upper Point Vicente Park to be developed for the benefit of
the people. We look forward to welcoming Destination Points Resort complex to Rancho Palos Verdes...on
therr own land!

A heartfelt thank you to you for the service you are giving to our community. Pleasih know your work is
appreciated. Hope to see you at the “Walk-About” at Point Vicente Park on the 17  of March.

Sincerely,

Holly Cam

52 Avenida Corona
Rancho Palos Verdes
CA 90275

e-mailbillholly@msn.com

Notg: thrs Leler vos st do each 'p\ma\'\i Commazsmor JADDEOVACLY,
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Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 2



COMMENT NO. 51

To the Chairman and members of the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission,

Comparing the proposals for the development of Upper Point Vicente Park presented by
Destination Development Corporation and Save Our Coastline II will show that the
benefit to the people of Rancho Palos is best served with the implementation of the SOC
II plan.

Section 4-15 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report indicates that only 2.8 acres of
Upper Point Vicente Park would be used for passive park land, trails, view points, and
parking using the developers proposal. Of these 2.8 acres, 0.6 would be used for parking,
leaving only 2.2 acres that the proposal divides into three tiny parcels called parks. In the
Soc II plan all of the 68 acres of Upper Point Vicente Park will remain open to the public
as trails, viewpoints, picnic areas, and natural habitat. The developers’ are proposing to
take 68 acres of our parkland, and give us back 2.8 acres.

Some of the most spectacular views on the peninsula can presently be enjoyed from the
trails that follow the rim around Point Vicente Park overlooking the ocean. These trails
will remain, and be improved under the Soc I plan. Under the developers’ proposal
these trails we now enjoy would become golf cart paths, and the public would be denied
access from sunrise to dark.

There is a need for more athletic fields for the youth of our community. The Soc II plan
can easily be adapted to provide space for soccer fields, baseball fields, and tennis courts.
The developers’ proposal would forever make this space unavailable for athletic facilities
for our community.

The developer likes to boast about the planned trails along the ocean bluffs. These trails
are in the plan because the Rancho Palos Verdes Specific Coastal Plan mandates them. 1
would like to commend the planning commission and our city council for this
requirement, and I hope that you make sure the area reserved for bluff trails is wide
enough. In the drawing it appears that the space between the proposed West Casita
Village, the resort bungalows and pool, and the East Casita Village is much too small,
making this more a walk through the resort than a walk along the bluffs. A Lookout
Point Bar is shown on the ocean side of the coastal bluff trail, and the DEIR says it would
be renovated. I don’t think people who choose to walk the ocean bluff trail want to have
a bar in the middle of the trail.

Please recommend that the Parks and Recreation Department work with the Soc II plan to
make Point Vicente Park all that it can and should be, and a place where we will all be
proud to have our city hall located.

Holly Cain
52 Avenida Corona
Rancho Palos Verdes

51A

CA 90275 Sihnalied ot 20134
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COMMENT NO. 52
Long Point

To: davids@rpv.com
Subject: Fwd: Long Point Development

From: CANanC@aol.com

Date: Mon, 12 Feb 2001 19:12:54 EST
Subject: Long Point Development

To: CityCouncil@rpv.com

X-Mailer: AOL 5.0 for Mac sub 28

| favor the position of SOC in developing the Long Point area. 1am sure the 52A
developer can have a profitable venture with a 9 whole golf course.

FEB 12 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 53

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Faxed 544-5291 3-29-01

Please Support The Long Point Resort Project

Do the what is best for the MAJORITY

PLEASE CONSIDER

The MAJORITY will enjoy 5 new parks and scenic
viewpoints.

The MAJORITY will enjoy over 11 miles of hiking and 53A
biking trails.

The MAJORITY including the handicap will enjoy
Costal Access, some will fish, picnic, whale watch and
tide pool browse.

Page 1 of 2



The MAJORITY will have use of a golf course, practice
facility, much needed restaurants and world-class
resort, where the community can hold events for our
local schools, and fundraisers.

The MAJORITY will benefit from planned, reasonable,
wildlife and native plant protection.

And finally

The MAJORITY will benefit with over FOUR
MILLION DOLLARS per year in city revenue.

Again, please do what is best for the MAJORITY.
Resist special interest groups who think only of
themselves.

SUPPORT THE LONG POINT RESORT.

Respectfully submitted,
The Carbonel Family,

/ M% (/‘*‘“3 C/Luﬁu 7

hrls, J(fan, Casey, and Chelsea,
30202 Avenida Selecta,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275.

Page 2 of 2
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Glen L. Kulik

Donald S. Gottesman
Kent Y. Mouton
Gary L. Ogden
Suzanne V. Spillane
Cassondra L. Williams
Mia F. Fontana

John H. Carmichael
Carla Y. Margolis
Phillip M.W. Pailey
Tracy Robbins Underwood

VIA PERSONAL DELIVERY, FACSIMILE, AND EMAIL

City Council

COMMENT NO. 54

KULIK, GOTTESMAN & MOUTON, LLP

Attorneys at Law
1880 Century Park East
Suite 1150
Los Angeles, California 90067-1611

April 6, 2001

Planning Commission

c/o Mr. Dave Snow, AICP

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthome Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275

Telephone (310) 557-9200
Facsimile (310) 557-0224

File No. 2879.0001

ECEIVED

APR 06 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Long Point
Resort Project

Members of the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council and Planning Commission:

The undersigned represents Save Our Coastline II (“SOC II”’) and its membership. The
- purpose of this letter is to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long

Point Resort Project (“DEIR”) as it relates to all Conditional Use Permits and other applications
to develop the land known as the Upper Point Vicente Area (“UPVA”). The comments contained
in this document are in addition to, rather than inclusive of, written and verbal comments on the
DEIR by individual SOC II members and other interested parties. The contents of this letter are
not exhaustive of all possible deficiencies in the DEIR or the planning process, nor is this letter
intended to waive any rights or remedies, all of which are hereby expressly reserved.

As described below, The DEIR does not provide a basis to evaluate certain key
environmental impacts. The DEIR either fails to raise certain issues or is conclusory in its
analysis of significant environmental impacts which it does raise. If the City were to base a
decision on the DEIR as it is currently written, it would be basing its decision on insubstantial

evidence.

Further, the citizens of Rancho Palos Verdes (“RPV”) have a fundamental, vested right in
preserving the UPVA property for truly “public” use — as it has remained for over two decades —
as opposed to losing the public use of the property to the proposed private golf course.
Regardless of its characterization, the proposed course is not a public use of the land as
contemplated in the relevant deed(s) to the property.

This letter includes some comments that have been previously raised at public hearings
before the RPV City Council and Planning Commission, or various City committees and in

54A
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written correspondence to both agencies. It is intended to comply with provisions of California
Government Code section 65009, et seq. and applicable provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). : 54A

References are intended to track the organization of the DEIR by section.

5.1 AESTHETICS/LIGHT AND GLARE

The DEIR fails to consider the impact of necessary golf safety fences on “aesthetics/light
and glare.” The DEIR fails to discuss the impact of the safety fences that will surely be required
to protect adjoining properties and people on those properties, including Palos Verdes Drive
West. The report merely states that such fences are not “proposed.” SOC-II asserts that the fences
will be necessary in order to avoid negligent operation of the course. These high fences would 54B
most likely block the views of neighboring residents and thus conflict with the spirit, if not the
letter, of RPV’s view ordinance, which recognizes RPV property owners have a legally protected
interest in their views. Generally, the safety fences will significantly alter the “open space”
character of the area and negatively impact the aesthetic quality of the property and surrounding
properties.The failure of the DEIR to consider this impact appears to be a deliberate attempt to
preclude informed decision making and informed public participation.

5.1-2  “Visual character”

The DEIR does not adequately describe or show the anticipated look of the existing
property after the grading and development is completed under the various proposed alternatives.
Without a sense of the overall look of the proposed finished project for each alternative, there is
insufficient evidence upon which to base a decision regarding the developments impact on
“visual character.” The DEIR is not sufficiently informative with respect to the probable look of B4C
UPVA should any one of the proposed alternatives reach completion. The drafters of the DEIR S
have demonstrated their ability to generate “photo simulations.” Such simulations should be
included for each alternative. Moreover, this section states that the possible permanent
degradation of the existing visual character is not a significant impact and therefore no mitigation
is required. SOC-II contends that such an impact is signifcant and does require a statement of
mitigation or a statement that no mitigation is possible.

5.1-3 “Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan”

Since the proposed development would require the city to amend the General Plan, this
suggests that the development is not consistent with the vision for the City currently 54D
contemplated. That this development necessitates a change to the General Plan is indeed a
significant impact. The DEIR should state whether any mitigation measures can be achieved —
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for example — is there a way to accomplish this development without changing the General Plan? 54D
If no mitigation measures are possible, the DEIR should state that fact.

5.1-6 “Cumulative Impacts”

SOC-II asserts that the treatment of the cumulative effects of the project is conclusory
and thwarts an opportunity for informed public input. The summary states that project
development may result in greater urbanization. For a city founded on the principles that RPV
was founded upon, and that are expressed in the existing General Plan, “greater urbanization” is a
significant impact and mitigation measures must be discussed or a statement that no mitigation is
possible is required. There is no discussion of the way in which all of the rampant development
in RPV (Ocean Trails, Oceanfront, etc.) of late fits in with the General Plan or the cumulative 54E
impact on natural resources. For example, there is no mention of the fact that the land directly
across Palos Verdes Drive West from the UPVA was recently developed (Oceanfront) and many
of the species situated on that may have been displaced to the UPVA. To what extent was
wildlife and vegetation displaced or destroyed on the Oceanfront property and to what extent is
this part of the cumulative impact of the proposed development of UPVA? This and other
cumulative impacts must be fully adressed in the DEIR.

5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
5.3-3 “Wildlife Movement”

The DEIR states that the project may interfere with movement of a native resident or
migratory wildlife species. It states that “analysis” has concluded that the impacts are less than
significant, and therefore mitigation is not required. While federal and state environmental
agencies are in a better position than the membership of SOC-II to comment on this section, for F
the record SOC-II submits that the UPVA is a critical part of a migratory corridor, much of 54
which has recently been developed (Ocean Trails, Oceanfront, etc.) and that the DEIR
improperly concludes that the impact on wildlife movement is insignificant. Mitigation measures
should be addressed or the DEIR should state that no mitigation measures are possible.

5.3-5 “Cumulative Impacts”

This section fails to consider the cumulative impact on biological resources of the heavy 54G
coastal development of late in RPV and is therefore conclusory.

54  CULTURAL RESOURCES

SOC-II submits that part of the recent culture of the Palos Verdes Peninsula, and in l 54H
particular, RPV, consists of a commitment to preserving open space and natural coastal habitats.
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The proposed development is inconsistent with this cultural emphasis. Given the serious impacts
referenced to Archaelogical/Historical resources (such as demolition of the Ishibashi Farmhouse
Complex) and the impacts on Paleontological resources, to simply state that no mitigation

measures are required for the cumulative impact is conclusory. The DEIR states that resources 54H
are evaluated on a “Project-by-Project” basis. This thwarts public consideration and input into
the overall cumulative impact of the loss of cultural resources.

5.5 GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

This section is conclusory as to the possibility of landslides. It also states that additional
drilling would be necessary to further evaluate the presence or absence of [a] suspected 541
landslide. (5.5-16,17) Certainly, no project could be approved before this drilling was in fact
accomplished and its results considered.

5.6 HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE

This section does not adequately address the chemical contaminates in the runoff which
will flow from the proposed golf course. Water runoff mixed with chemicals (fertilizer,
pesticides, etc.) must go somewhere, either seeping into the ground or into the ocean. Even
though the California Coastal Commission has “jurisdiction” generally over the land to the ocean 54J
side of Palos Verdes Drive, the runoff makes the Coastal Commission an interested party and it
should have an opportunity to comment specifically on this aspect of the DEIR.

5.7 LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING
5.7-2,3,5,6

The proposed development conflicts with the General Plan, the Coastal Specific Plan, the
Program of Utilization that the federal government originally relied upon when it deeded the
property to the City, and the relevant deed(s) themselves. These are extremely significant
impacts, yet rather than suggesting any true “mitigation” measures, the DEIR simply proposes
changing the General Plan and negotiating with the federal government to change the program of
utilization. In short, instead of mitigating against the effect of an inconsistent General Plan, the 54K
DEIR simply recommends ignoring its provisions by changing it. The cumulative impact of these
radical departures from existing use of the UPVA and long-standing land use philosophy as
expressed in the General Plan, Coastal Specific Plan, Program of Utilization and relevant deed(s)
must be squarely and honestly addressed in the EIR. The EIR should recognize this fact as
significant and state mitigation measures or admit that none are available.




KULIK, GOTTESMAN & MOUTON, LLP
RPV City Council

RPV Planning Commission

April 6, 2001

Page 5

5.7-4 “Development Code/Zoning Ordinance”

SOC-II has not had the opportunity to fully analyze the zoning implications of the
proposed development, but submits for the record that the proposed development may infringe
upon the common law protections against public and private nuisance enjoyed by the landowners
immediately adjacent to the UPVA or violate certain zoning ordinances, as applicable. SOC-II
encourages the City to “doublecheck” zoning ordinances to make certain that the proposed 54L
development of the UPVA is, in fact, compliant as stated by the DEIR. SOC-II reserves the right
to supplement the record on this point after further legal analysis. However, SOC-II asserts that
raising this concern to this level of detail is sufficient to preserve its rights to a later challenge on
this issue.

5.9 NOISE

There is no discussion here of the effect of fairway golfing or driving range activities on
the residents of Villa Capri who will undoubtedly hear golfing activities beginning at dawn every
morning and, in particular, on Saturdays and Sundays. The noise of electric carts, the noise of 54M
clubs striking golf balls, and the noise of talking golfers all will impact the Villa Capri
homeowners’ right to quiet enjoyment of their property and will likely constitute an actionable
nuisance, at least for those residents closest to the proposed course/driving range.

5.10 PUBLIC HEALTH/SAFETY

The analysis of the golf ball hazards is inadequate under each alternative which includes
golf on the UPVA. There is insufficient evidence to allow a reader of the DEIR to understand 54N
how the developer intends to mitigate the hazards presented by errant golf balls. The failure to
discuss needed safety fences has been discussed above.

OTHER ISSUES

While time does not permit a thorough analysis of the following issues, SOC-II submits
that each of the following impacts claimed in the DEIR to be “less than significant” are indeed
significant, and that for each of these impacts, mitigation measures must be evaluated or the the
EIR must state that no mitigation is possible: 540

5.12 TRAFFIC AND CIRULATION

Several key intersections have not been analyzed for the long term impact of increased

traffic.
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The DEIR does not consider the effects of the proposed tunnel under Palos Verdes Drive 540
West in a manner that allows for full public input or comment. The impact of this proposed
tunnel is not made clear in the DEIR.

5.13 RECREATION

5.13-3,4,6 The proposed trail plan is vastly inferior to the existing trail plan and to state in these
sections that no mitigation of the conflict with the General Plan, the Coastal Specific Plan, the
Palos Verdes Conceptual Trails Plan, and the Palos Verdes Conceptual Bikeways Plan is 54P
necessary, is plainly wrong Mitigation must be discussed, or the EIR must state that no
mitigation is possible.

DEIR’S DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This issue has been raised by individual SOC-II members in some detail and will not be
repeated here. However, this letter incorporates by reference the comments of George Gleghorn
in his letter of March 13, 2001 relating to inadequate analysis of alternatives. It is worth noting
that there is no alternative proposed that would place the first tee and the starter on the UPVA
property. Failure to consider such an alternative is inconsistent with prior administrative opinions
from federal agencies. SOC-II disputes that even a resort managed course with the starter on the
public land complies with the restrictive covenants in the relevant deeds, however, the failure to |54Q
include this alternative at all highlights the extent to which the developer has controlled the
DEIR process. Allowing the starter on the public land would not achieve the developers chief
objective — to serve resort guests. SOC-II submits that while this alternative is not in compliance
with restrictive covenants and other limitations, it must be considered. It is also worth noting that
none of the alternatives contemplate the developers’ use only of its private property — all
alternatives include annexing public land, save for the no project alternative.

The foregoing is not intended to be a full recitation of the facts or of applicable legal
principles. This letter is not intended to waive any rights, remedies or defenses of the 54R
membership of SOC-II, all of which are hereby expressly reserved.

Very truly yours,

Vo T Lol

hn H. Carmichael
for KULIK, GOTTESMAN & MOUTON, LLP

JHC:al

GAWPF\SOCILdoc



COMMENT:.NO. 55

February 16, 2001

Four Burrell Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

RECEIVED

The Mayor and the RPV City Council

The Planning Department MAR 15 2001

;l;/ P(a:ﬁ(ys ;12(111 Recreation Department | oL ANNING, BULDING,
RCEMENT

Hawthorne Blvd. & CODE ENFO

RPV CA 90274

Re: EIR for Long Point
Dear Mayor and Council Members,

The past 3 years have, in my opinion, been tragic ones in our fair city. This depressing period has
seen almost all of the open space in RPV gobbled up by developments: 2 huge chunks of land on
cither side of Crest Road were turned into streets and houses, the large bluff-top ocean frontage
at the foot of Hawthorne was bulldozed and is being transformed into streets and houses, and
Ocean Trails was drilled, bulldozed and turned into a golf course, with homes to follow.

I found myself feeling mournful over the all-at-once loss of open land. All 4 of these
developments impacted me personally and negatively: 1 drive along Crest Road almost every day,
passing the former open views; I enjoyed hiking in the “wilderness” for so many years at the foot
of Hawthorne; and I could see the cranes and other equipment tearing up Ocean Trails from my 55A
breakfast table . Has anyone, in considering the earth movement and problems at Ocean Trails,
heard the voice of God? Perhaps the Almighty is “telling” us to stop messing with His creation.

If you don’t care for the spiritual interpretation, there can be no debate that bluff-top development
is fraught with problems, dangers and legal repercussions. A few years ago PVE nearly went
bankrupt when a house built on the bluffs with a drop dead view (i.e., step out the back door and
drop to your death in the ocean) began to slide and had to be destroyed. Since PVE had granted
a building permit, the owners sued the City—and won millions. Part of Paseo del Mar was closed
off forever and a new land slide was born.

IfRPV approves the development along the bluffs at Long Point, we can expect more of the
same. ESPECIALLY if a golf course is included—all that watering and PV soil don’t mix.

Enough! It’s time to dig in our heels and vote against all future development of large blocks of
land. I would like an ocean front home as much as the next person. But, if ever I have one, it will
be because I bought a parcel of already developed land.




I adamantly oppose the use of City land to aid developers. The Upper Point Vicente property
was given by the Federal Government to the City of RPV. That means to all it’s residents—not
just developers and not just golfers. It was given to me, along with the rest of you, and I don’t
golf. So, if the space is “landnapped” into a golf course, I will lose access to “my” open space.

I am very much in favor of the SOC II proposal. Let’s all volunteer to remove exotic, invasive
plant species and restore native habitat at UPV. Build a few walking trails to allow access to the
property, add some benches for meditation, bird watching, and resting, and put some easily read
signs identifying all the native fauna and flora. And then leave it alone!

One thing we hear a lot about is “property rights.” I am a property owner and 1 value my rights,
as well as those of other owners. But we never hear about “animal rights”the privileges due to
the natives who were here first. Not just the Native Americans, but the animals species who lived
for centuries on this undeveloped peninsula and now have nearly been driven out, not just by
development, but by our (and I include myself) devastating use of pesticides, fertilizers,
automobiles, and other forms of poltution. I live now on the edge of open space and know the
problems that brings (rats, skunks, raccoons, and opossums tear up our yard and nest in our
outside cupboards and garage)-but the animals were here first. Could the UPV project teach us
how to live in harmony with these furry residents and protect ourselves and our gardens without
killing them?

As much trouble as wild animals cause in my yard, when I am hiking, the sight of a wild rabbit or,
more rarely, a fox—or evena gopher—gives me an absolute thrill. This is an experience I never had
before I moved 1o the Peninsula, and I would hate for all the wildlife to disappear.

Let’s make UPV a natural park with a small flower plot and a small vegetable ﬁm}—a
demonstration of how to grow food and flowers naturally, without chemicals! And maybe we can
get some frogs and toads (considered by scientists as signs of ecological health) to return to RPV.

Most sincerely,
Q@M&L - Sleerendye

R. H. Carter-Siewertsen
(310) 377-5928

55B

55C

55E

55D




COMMENT NO. 56

Les Evans, 07:40 AM 3/8/01 -0800, Fwd: The Long Point Resort

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Thu, 08 Mar 2001 07:40:04 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: The Long Point Resort

From: bchaison@home.com

To: <CityCouncil@rpv.com>

Subject: The Long Point Resort

Date: Wed, 7 Mar 2001 21:23:40 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2314.1300

37101
Re: Long Point Resort

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissieners:

The time has come for me to wice my opinion. | am definitely on favor of the proposed Long Point Resort. |
live and own a home on Beachview Drive. Beachview connects to the Long Point site. Needless to say, my
property would be affected by the Resort.

I feel that it would be a benefit.

| have owned a home in RPV for twenty-two years. |also owned a property that | rented for twelve years. 1 am
saddened by the fact that we have not had a project like that of Long Point in years past. The time is

overdue. 56A

This project would benefit RPV and the entire peninsula. It would beautify areas that now resemble
wastelands. 1am referring not only to the vast Long Point site but also to the area surrounding city hall.

The financial benefits alone offer justifiable reason to approve the project. The plan protects the environment,
it provides wonderful recreational facilities, and it enhances the area aesthetically.

It's time for the council members, the planning commission and the mayor to hear the vote of the silent
majority. | have spoken with many residents. My estimation indicates a 88% to 90% approval rate.

Your attention to my opinion and "wote" is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Bemnard Chaisson

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 57

Les Evans, 01:33 PM 3/9/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point Resort

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Fri, 09 Mar 2001 13:33:17 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Long Point Resort

From: bchaison@home.com

To: <citycouncil@rpv.com>

Subject: Long Point Resort

Date: Fri, 9 Mar 2001 12:22:04 -0800 -

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2314.1300

March 9, 2001
Re: Long Point Resort

In response to Mr. Stem's request for my position as to the proposed golf course in the City Hall land area, |
view the golf course as an integral part of the Long Point Resort development. | feel that the present proposal
will enhance the city land area in that it will encourage RPV residents to "use" the area whether it be for "golf

or for walking or hiking designated trails. Increased public access to the ocean is also a definite plus.

57A

| read the draft environmental impact report. It indicates that the project would not have a negative effect on
the environment. '

| do not negate the "importance” of the blue butterfly nor any other wildlife. However, | feel that people, the
"human life', should also be considered "important'.

As mentioned before, | live "next door" to Long Point. The increased traffic would be better than that
experienced by the "Marineland" traffic. As, you most likely recall, Marineland had heawy traffic periods when
the park opened and closed.

Sincerely,

Bemard Chaisson

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



'COMMENT NO. 58

March 8, 2001

Mayor Lyon, Members of City Council and Planning Commission @L : Jf ¢ 7 y M %W
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

3094Hawthorne Bivd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mayor Lyon, Members of City Council and Planning Commission:

As a long time resident of Rancho Palos Verdes, I've watched the city grow. | have been an
attentive, if not vocal member of the community.

| have read, listened and studied information about the Long Point Resort. | believe it's been
about four years now that I've paid special heed to this project.

| wholeheartedly support this project. | find that it would benefit the community in many 58A
ways. Needless to say the city could readily use the $ benefits. Perhaps Long Point revenues
could pay for the Interpretive Center problem.

| believe that the City Hall area would be much improved due to this project. That area has been
an eye sore since | moved to RPV in 1979.

| would truly appreciate a hotel in the area. There are times when my house goes into overload
and times when it would be nice to have friends and family stay nearby but not in my home.

| could go on and on about the benefits of the proposed resort and the personal reasons for my
desire to have the project approved. Call me if you care to hear them - my home # is 377-0442.

Please approve the plans for the Long Point Resort.

Yours truly, wwu
Cindy Chajsson

P.S. My address is 6517 Beachview, RPV.



COMMENT NO. 59

10 PEPPERTRLE DRIVE
PORTUGUESE BEND

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
CALIFORNIA 90275

Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission
Rancho Palos Verdes

[ am wpable to attend this meeting because it is necessaty for me to be at the
ACLAD meeting, and so [ am asking that this letter be read forme.

While I was listening to the discussion at the recent hearing on the NCCP for the
sy, I reslised that T did not understand in the least why the Upper Vicente
property, which [ understand 1o be public land, was included in the NCCP. Thad
‘hought that the plan was intended to preserve as much coastal habitat as
poseible on private  property which is potentially developable, and the Upper
Vieente property should not be considered asfitting this deseription.

Jin Monaghan had what he considered to be a viable project for Long Peint for
which he had obtained the necessary permits before he was boarded and sunk by
York Capital Group, and/or Destination Resorts, Lowe Associates ete, ete., and his
plan did not depend upon use of public land to turn a profit. 1 have beard that 59A
the poaition of Destination Resorts is that without the incorporation of public land
for a golf course into their plan, the project is nogo. Thisis ¢lcarly a poker game
and that is a bluff. It is simply not possible that they are preparcd to pick up
their bat and ball and g5 home if they cannot have the nse of the publicland,

At the last community leadurs® breakfast I was told (by the city manager I think)-
with some pride that the city is now financially vety healthy, 80 why ure we '
¢ven considering the sale of our birthright for a mess of pottage? It merely
enables the developer to use his property to build yet more bungalows, casitas,
cabanas, whatever the theme du jour is, to maximise bis profit at our expense
and Jand which could be enjoved fully by gencrations to some is lost forever.

Public land is no longer available for general public use once it becomes a golf
course, even a public one, I have sald before and I will repeat myself now,
someone once said that golf is a good walk spoiled end a golf course in my opinion
is open space ruined. 'The plan put forth by SOCI to create something from this
land which we can  all enjoy iz an excellent onc, and it Is heyond me to
mderstand why, in the face of the strongly exprogsed feelings of the residents of
the city to whom title to the land in question properly belongs, donating it to
maximisc the profits of the developers i still seriously under consideration,

Submilied ok L. Uoreme

2 R.0\



The question addressed in the EIR , of how much habitat the developer is
magnanimously prepaved to  Iesigre , is a needless one; if you don't destroy
habitat there is mo need to restore it, and restoration per se has been 59A

iﬂemonstratcd to be a doubtful process at best, orly ever approximating what is
ost,

The plan for the development of the Long Point property need not and should not
include the nge of the Upper Point Vicente property,

' D"C.C,u,r»&,




COMMENT NO. 60
Herbert Clarkson, 07:20 PM 3/31/01 -0800, Long Point EIR Comment

To: davids@rpv.com

Date: Sat, 31 Mar 2001 19:20:35 PST

Subject: Long Point EIR Comment

X-Mailer: Juno 5.0.27

From: Herbert Clarkson <hclarkson@juno.com>

April 1, 2001

Long Point EIR Comments:

The discrepancies in the Long Point EIR are many as evidenced at the
Planning Commission meeting of March 13th, 2001. There is no need to
reiterate these points again other than we support the comments made. 60A
In addition, we are opposed to a private developer using city owned fand

for his financial viability. The Planning Commission should not issue
permits accordingly.

Herb & Dodie Clarkson
6424 Seabryn Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 61

April 6, 2001
Chairman Lyon and Planning Commissioners,
Long Point Resort --- Yes --- but which plan?

We are NOT against the long approved Long Point Resort and we do not know anyone who is --- even SOC
I Most residents are in agreement that a resort at the former Marineland property would be a good
addition to the city of RPV. The question is which Long Point Resort plan? The owner of that property has
had permits to build a hotel, golf course, casitas and various other commercial facilities extended every year
for several years. That project could have been completed and operational years ago but the developer has
chosen not to build. We all agree that Long Point has a right to build on their property in accordance with
the approved permits. We do not agree that the developer should be allowed to lease city owned property
for his financial viability. And we do not agree that his golfing guests should have priority for the use of our
land with its spectacular views.

The developer’s latest idea is to move 6 holes of golf from privately owned Long Point property to city
owned property at Upper Pt. Vicente, that is if he can successfully entice you and other city officials to
comply with his wishes. In the space previously planned for golfing, the developer would add 32 villas thus
enabling him to obtain additional profit. Excellent thinking on his part. He now alleges that there is 61A
simply not enough room on the Long Point site to accommodate the hotel, related facilities and 9 holes of
golf. And if there is no golf course, of course the Resort can’t fly. What will the developer want to do next
--- possibly swap some of his less desirable land for the Upper Pt. Vicente land?

Most residents are FOR a Resort at Long Point --- but which plan?

We are FOR the plan that has already been approved by RPV and the Coastal Commission that includes a
hotel, golf course, casitas and other commercial facilities. Let the developer make use of those permits he
has been renewing every year. Just do it.

We are AGAINST the current, expanded plan which imagines the developer using city owned land.

Simply said, that land is not his land to use. It belongs to all the citizens of RPV as stated in the deed
restrictions of 1979. The city should be scrupulous about conforming to the terms of that deed. Further, it
is public land and cannot be sold or leased nor can it be released as a concession without the approval of the
Interior Department.

Let us make use of our land in a way that all citizens can enjoy forever. At least be open to what everyone
has to say and what they want. You may be surprised to learn just how diverse the donated resources would
be that are necessary to achieve this goal. Reach out to those citizens now before it is too late.

Remember - a person’s mind is like a parachute --- it only works when it is open.

Sincerely, ; §§¥g§
APR 06 2001
Herb & Dodie Clarkson
) PLANNING, BUILDING,
6424 Scabryn Drive & CODE ENFORCEMENT

Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275



COMMENT NO. 62

Les Evans, 09:47 AM 3/9/01 -0800, Fwd: The Long Point Resort

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Fri, 09 Mar 2001 09:47:16 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: The Long Point Resort

From: "cnni" <cnni@email.msn.com>

To: <CityCouncil@rpv.com>

Subject: The Long Point Resort

Date: Fri, 9 Mar 2001 09:34:27 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2615.200

Dear Mayor and City Council,

As a long term.resident of RPV., | am writing to support the de\)elopment of The Long Point Resort.
It will add class and beauty to our community.

62A

it will produce badly needed revenue for our City.

It will erase an eyesore.

Please do everything you can to help make this resort successful in the long run. Do not give limited
approval which may hamper the untimate success of this project.

Thank you,

Mr. and Mrs. Robert L. Cole
28307 S. Ridgethomne Ct.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
377-0536

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 63

April 28, 2001 g E @ E -
Mayor Lyon MA

Members of the City Council k30 2001
And Planning Commission PLANNING, BUILDING
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard & CODe ENFGRCEMEN'T

RPV, CA 90275

Dear Mayor Lyon and esteemed Council Members:

Please approve the Long Point Resort development.

63A

Please include the development of a softball complex on the Lower Point
Vicente property in the approval.

THANK YOU!

The Cooper Family
Bill, Cori, Taylor, Kaysee and Ricci ©
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COMMENT NO. 65

MAR11 6 2001

: 2L ANNING, BUILDING,
Who Will Pay for a Traffic Signal at Intersection of PVE and PV.S200 ENFORCEMENT

By Barbara Covey, 15 March 2001

When the Ocean Trails Project is completed and if the Long Point Project is
approved as planned, these two developments will cause considerable increased traffic at
the intersection of Palos Verdes Drive East and Palos Verdes Drive South. Who is going
to pay for the traffic signal that will be needed there?

I have been studying a document called “Long Point Resort-Draft Environmental
Impact Report, Excerpts compiled for Rancho Palos Verdes Traffic Committee
consideration including. .. 15.12 — Traffic Impact Analysis.” Nowhere do I find assurance
that the Long Point Resort project will help pay for the traffic signal that will be needed
where Palos Verdes Drive East intersects Palos Verdes Drive South.

On page 80, the report includes a table that shows the project’s fair share
contribution for a variety of intersections that will be adversely affected if the resort is
approved. It does not mention the intersection at Palos Verdes Drive East and Palos
Verdes Drive South. I believe that it should be included. T

The report shows that 840 vehicles now pass through this intersection during the
peak morning hour.! That’s 420 going one way and 420 going the other. (There are
others that make right and left tums. Such vehicles will not be included here.)

In the afternoon peak hour, 1,037 vehicles now pass through this intersection,
with 456 going west and 581 going east?

Under most circumstances, these totals would grow to 890 vehicles in the
mormings and 1,098 in the afternoons, according to maps called “Existing plus Ambient
Growth AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes™ that give these numbers.®

However, considerably more vehicles are predicted when the Long Point Resort is
completed. This report says, “The proposed development (at Long Point) is projected to
generate approximately 6,263 trip-ends per day with 313 vehicles per hour during the
AM peak hour and 499 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour.™ A “Project Trip
Distribution” estimates that 45% of these additional vehicles would pass through the
intersection of Palos Verdes Drive South and Palos Verdes Drive East.’

! Long Point Resort — Draft Environmental Impact Report, Excerpts compiled for Rancho Palos Verdes
Traffic Committee consideration including. .. 15.12 — Traffic Impact Analysis, “Existing AM peak hour
intersection volumes,” page 23.

2 Op. cit., “Existing PM peak hour intersection volumes,” page 24.

3 Op. cit. “Existing plus Ambient Growth AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes™, pages 39 and 40.
*Op.cit..p. 8.

*Opcit., p. 31.
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That would mean about 141 additional vehicles (45% of 313) in the momings for
a total of 1031 (141 plus 890), and 225 more (45% of 499) in the afternoons for a total of
1323 (26?.5 plus 1098), if Long Point is completed as shown in the Environmental Impact
Report.

On the other hand, the Report’s Traffic Impact Analysis seems to imply that a
traffic signal would already have been installed at this comner by the time the Long Point
project is completed. 1t says, “A traffic signal is projected to be warranted at the
following additional study area intersection for Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Other
Development Traffic Conditions. .. (underlines mine).” This intersection is identified as
Palos Verdes Drive East at Palos Verdes Drive South.” The “other development traffic
conditions” can refer only to traffic generated by the Ocean Trails project.

The numbers of vehicles expected in the intersection after Ocean Trails is
completed are 1,051 in the momings and 1,320 in the afternoons.®

When both Ocean Trails and Long Point are complete, the projected number of
vehicles passing through this intersection will climb to 1,192 in the mornings and 1,544
in the aftemnoons, according to the Environmental Impact Report and its accompanying
Traffic Impact Analysis.’

Does Rancho Palos Verdes have an agreement with Ocean Trails that the
development will pay for the traffic signal at the intersection of Palos Verdes Drive South
and Palos Verdes Drive East? What if Long Point Resort Project is completed before
Ocean Trails? Shouldn’t both developments be held accountable for traffic caused by
their presence?

There will be a need for a signal at this intersection whenever the peak volumes

climb to their maximums. Who is going to pay for it? I believe this must be spelled out,
in writing, now.

Raesaesk L. Covey

2742 Sam Kamen Orive
¥.P.V. CA 9o 75"

bevborac AH B ahao (5

Slo- 3336740

¢ Separately, these mumbers are shown as 1,031 and 1,322 ona map called “Existing plus Ambient Growth
?lus Proposed Project AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes,” pages 46 and 47.

Op. cit, page 65.
* Op. dit., “Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Other Development Traffic Conditions AM and PM peak
hour intersection volumes,” pages 68 and 69.
® Op. cit., Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Other Development Traffic Conditions AM and PM peak
hour intersection voiumes,” pages 74 and 73.
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COMMENT NO.

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission:

RE: The Long Point Resort

This letter is to lend my support to the development of The Long Point Resort. Rancho
Palos Verdes, actually the entire peninsula, is in need of a HOTEL let alone a world class
destination resort.

The old Marine site is an eye sore and this development would be a benefit for all of
residences of the peninsula .

I support the use of City land for the golf course, as their proposal will benefit more than
the golfer. The

hiking trails, parks, and natural vegetation that will be restored are just another benefit for
all.

And let us not forget Rancho Palos Verdes can well use the tax revenues that will be
generated by
this beautiful addition to our city.

Lets not let this opportunity to enrich our city not come to fruition.

Sincerely,

Jeanne A. Crosby
30043 Knoll View Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
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DEAR MAYOR LTON,

COMMENT NO. 67
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COMMENT NO. 68
Les Evans, 11:25 AM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point use of public lands

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 11:25:11 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Long Point use of public lands

From: Mark Detwiler <MDetwiler@bebe.com>

To: "citycouncil@rpv.com™ <citycouncil@rpv.com>
Subject: Long Point use of public lands

Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 10:29:42 -0800

Dear Council Members,

The use of public land for the benefit of a private
developer will amount to nothing more than a
sellout by the city of Rancho Palos Verdes. it's
fundamentally and morally wrong!

This benefits only golfers. Think I will be allowed
to take a walk on the "public" fairways to take in 68A
the views while golf balls are flying? The city

will also take on liability for golf balls hitting cars
or walkers/ runners on Palos Verdes drive. Think
about that!

York / Destination Resorts has the right to develop on their private property.
(Though | believe the hotel will fail as a business and

the city will be stuck with another white elephant

eyesore for lack of convenient access). If they can’'t maximize

the Long Point property for golf then that's their problem!

Thank you for your time.

Mark Detwiler
mailto:mark@msdetwler.com

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



Les Evans, 10:31 AM 3/13/01 -0800, Fwd: Longpoint Map- Comments

COMMENT NO. 69

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Tue, 13 Mar 2001 10:31:28 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com '

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Longpoint Map- Comments

From: "Suzanne Detwiler" <suzie@msdetwiler.com>

To: "RPV City Council" <citycouncil@rpv.com>

Cc: "Doug Stern" <douglas.stern@worldnet.att.net>
Subject: Longpoint Map- Comments

Date: Tue, 13 Mar 2001 10:29:07 -0000

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook IMO, Build 9.0.2416 (9.0.2910.0)

Importance: Normal
Dear City Council member,

[ am highly opposed to the submitted plan as depicted by the map of the Long
Point project.

| am in favor of the area around the city hall remaining as public property
and restored to a habitat area/educational park as was discussed at a recent

council meeting. :

| am opposed to the city selling their property for this project as well as
building a tunnel under the road.

The project once completed, | fear, would not be financially lucrative
anyway. The amount of traffic on PV Dr S. is already heavy and taking a toll
on the integrity of the pavement.

Please do not go forward with this project.

Suzanne and Mark Detwiler
12 year residents!
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Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com>



COMMENT NO. 70

Janet Driskell, 10:18 PM 3/7/01 -0800, Proposal for City to stop consideration of Long Point Resort |

X-EM-Version: 5,0, 0, 0

X-EM-Registration: #3003520714B31D032830

Reply-To: janetdriskeli@earthlink.net

X-Mailer: EarthLink MailBox 5.02.8 (Windows)

From: "Janet Driskell" <janetdriskell@earthlink.net>

To: "City Council" <CityCouncil@rpv.com>

Cc: PVNedit@aol.com, letters@dailybreeze.com, davids@rpv.com,
citymanager@rpv.com, parks@rpv.com

Subject: Proposal for City to stop consideration of Long Point Resort Project from using City

properties '

Date: Wed, 7 Mar 2001 22:18:30 -0800

To: Mayor,City Council and the residents of RPV
| am writing this letter to request the City Council of RPV to adopt and
execute the following proposal:

PROPOSE:Please withdraw any and all considerations of the Long Point
development from their proposed use of any city property,city park or city
open space.

I have circulated the Save Our Coastline Il (SOC II) petition in my town

home complex of Villa Capri (49 homes), the only residential area directly

adjacent to the Upper Point Vicente Park. In essence this petition says:

Save Our Park and do not allow any private developer to alter or change ourpark, for golf or any
other activity. Los Verdes golf course is less than .

one mile from our park. Of the 49 residents at Villa Capri, | have spoken

to 45. Of these 45 residents, a total of 41 have signed the petition to 70A
Save Our Park. In addition to my efforts, SOC Il has received well over

3,000 signatures from RPV residents supporting this petition. This petitionsends a loud and clear
voice to our elected officials and City staff- Save

Our Park!

| have read the proposals of the Long Point Environmental Impact Report

(E.LR.). Of the 92 environmental factors listed in the E.LR., 65 headingsare listed as having "a
potentially significant impact" if the resort were

to be built as planned. This is 70%,far too many items to be "mitigated"

away by a private, commercial developer. | think Mr. York at Long Point

will have more than enough problems getting HIS property passed through themany government
agencies involved without trying to alter and change the useof Upper Point Vicente Park and it's
passive open space. No amount of

mitigation can replace the tranquility and peace we now enjoy living next

to the City's oldest park.

In addition, by withdrawing any proposed commercial development of our

park, the City of RPV would send a very positive message to all governmentagencies that we are
most sincere in implementing a strong Natural CommunityConservation Plan (NCCP). In accepting
my proposal, | am also asking that

the City adopt the "Point Vicente Park Enhancement” Alternative presented

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



Janet Driskell, 10:18 PM 3/7/01 <0800, Proposal for City to stop consideration of Long Point Resort |

by SOC Il (Exhibit 7.6)of the E.LR.

Everyone wins when this proposal is accepted and executed. Please Save Our
Park and the open space for all citizens to enjoy, now and in the future. 70A

| await your decision.

Sincerely,

Rowland Driskell

30 Via Capri

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275
(818) 372-4522 pager

e mail: janetdriskell@earthlink.net

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 2



COMMENT NO. 71

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM
APR 03 2001

PROJECT NAME: | PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

—Krotasd Oriske s

'36 Jik < .
E eP J A qop1S

Telephone Number: ? Lo S "‘T 4 “\' \ ?)-5

COMMENTS:

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting

or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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Mar 17 01 08:08p Janet Driskell

COMMENT NO. 73

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

S

DWLAND  \ Y \Skerl 5‘
35 V1K CARE. &PV TSTAC
Telephone Number: 310 54.4 . 4(%’5 Pﬁje.r
COMMENTS: | |

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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Mar 17 OL 08:58p Janet Driskell

COMMENT NO. 74

RECEFED

3.18.200
TO: Earl D. Butler, Chairperson of RPV. Finance Advisory Committee 'AIAR 20 2001
David Snow, RPV. Planning Commission PLANNING, BUILDING,
FROM: Rowland Driskell & CODE ENFORCEMENT

; 30 Via Capri RPV.

On December 12 2000 I attended a RPV. Finance Advisory
ommittee meeting. During this meeting reference was made repeatedly
bout a past due study from a firm called “HVSi”. It wasto be a marketing /
easibility study done concerning the proposed Long Point Resort. The
ommittee said they could not advise RPV. City Council about the proposed
esort until this study was received and analysized. Where is this report?
oes it exist? If the report does exist, then why is it not a part of the Draft 74A
1 LR? Council members have told me repeatedly that the only reason
ouncil is considering a concession of city parkland to a developer is so the
ity can profit from the resorts’ bed tax. If it cannot be proved that the resort
is feasible, then why waste everyone’s time considering the resort and a
concession of invaluable city parkland? Also, when will the next Finance
Advisory Committee meeting take place? The most recent meeting was
cancelled and now I’ve been told that the next meeting would be AFTER
April 6™, the cutoff date for comments from the RPV. Citizenery. How odd!

Please advise, I’'m very concerned . “ 0 .
Sincerely, %’Uj'é'"ﬂ/ MW

Rowland Driskell
30 Via Capri, RPV.
Fax: 310.265.0504

C.C: The Editors of : The Daily Breeze
The Palos Verdes Peninsula News
Dennis McLean, Finance Director RPV.

RPV. City Council ¢ &g eNadS
Chﬁmé\?e

To




COMMENT NO. 75
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Mar 14 01 10:23p Janet Driskell (310) 265-0504 p.2
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PETITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

I urge the City Council to retain all public land for
general public use or open space.

Print Name - Street Address city Signatuéf Date
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The new plan for the Long Point Resort still includes 68
acres of the public‘s land around city Hall. The developers
have reduced their golf course to 9 holes (already approved
for their own 103 acres), but they want to place 4 of the
holes and a practice facility on public property.

Please return petitions to soCc II, P.O. Box 3984, Palos
Verdes Peninsula, CA 90274 when complete.
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Mar 14 DL 10:23p Janet Driskell
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PETTITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

1 urge the City Council to retain all pdblic iand for
general public use or apen space.

Print Name Street Address city Signatyre bDate
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The new plan for the Long Point Resort still includes 68
acres of the public’s land around city Hall. The developers
have reduced their golf course to 9 holes (already approved
for their own 103 acres), put they want to place 4 &f the
holes and a practice facility on public property.

pPlease return petitions to soc II, P.O. Box 3984, Palos
verdes Peninsula, CA 90274 when complete.
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jave reduced their golf course to 9 holes (alre

: ady approved
or their own 103.acres), but they want to place 4 ogpthe
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‘he new plan for the Long Point Resort still includes 68
cres of the public’s land around City Hall. The developers
ave reduced their golf course +o 9 holes (already approved
or their own 103 acres), but they want to place 4 of the

Foles and a practice facility on public property.
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COMMENT NO. 77
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM EIVED

APR 04 2001 ‘f/ 4—/ of

PLANNING, BUILDING,

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Po FPOtnt Resort {’Mogj%ct

PROJECT NAME:

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

'% / ,15 , S0 _UIA CAP’: PPV A
ma SEEZL F5271S

Telephone Number: 3/ D. 544 4/ {3

COMMENTS:

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dav§ Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

_‘q/ \' \ \ * \ Py f - 4 £ . ﬁf\. 1
[ Mo B/ 0 VAA (abn KAV CA
Telephone Number: 3 LD ) q;* 4" 4’ {K 3

COMMENTS: C@MJT'I MNUED

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.

/17 TERN AT1VE %5‘ - Ao & SO, AT 7 /, C'o,m'
2”‘;/’ Shet 75 L0 - em/-év—.s CarT See
wlre e ball /s Jorws - “ﬂ&q wievlld fave
qa—&/ “Fores " —

2. ,O/He 2 o KifPp SCHULTIES LERR o+ [, 23.250)
V2EC o clonarron ;. USE _ALTERNATIVE ‘A"

77B

3. pAq-e 3 — Y 72AV00 eonFLIETS WiTH SHOTS S5/N& I M TD
"TME PEDESTIUAN prEhA g OFF THe propERIY O V. Ghpry //O
TUE SEZorO (ANOCINK AREA soULD NEED TO BE MIVED 70 TUE Rrady
APADI ALy Bo to /0o FEET (AT 7 Jery L EhsT) Hpwbier, By
MOULIN A THIS SVER 7 THE BIEHT , Y2LE SECOMD LANOING AREA
o TUEN LBE ;00 THE DIRFET FLIGHT PATH _oF SHOTS of 72HE

JaTEE_ A \Léﬁ" Z MNX&#WS S /WATI0n) FOR PLAYERS
o THE 7 HOLE

DOF S An0 THAT OF TJHE & oOLFERs

C _MITIGATED +2 pEL/EVED.

N SHDEP/D;ZA//A/K "2 ZF covRse USEF 7o Uiz
/5 UNFecepr 488 TTTT o),




Mz, Ea2l D, BoTLES —

IO Mo & GO CouiaciL of Z. PV,

3
oLzl T
D\Qecmme o= PrreS — R0V

WA \\NXQUOW ) Tavet \)Je{ismw
LO&\—D lives @ 720 VA CA—‘(r) =)
VAS HAD B AGd0LF BAUS KT Hee

C  HSUSE  6NE & wricH  RRsvE A LGHT
ELTUCEE .

SAseT \&\568 werct ‘o
o ioeds Buin 4 these oo (£
balls 4T comen o Los Vecdes
sl aurse . Thae Mﬂ».@\,&o& lhecamd
MsCE oS tavces ot coce 4

77C
I/\NS L\Aﬁ@—ﬂ@d%‘hm@s _'SA?&E'T’ {5 \5&‘—&7

LSBT AT THE

P066\(>>\uvvl THAT
Her Oha qpel — Pormte Uileate Padk —
Lo oL Bhconwrs A ABLE -Csuss
AV [oe D
PLEASE _ Perstweos

Thrye — KS .
CDE- PA@&%“(-

VP DATE .
Tiwm &. Hibsonez

#2 U\A Capri — Il & 35\1 all
’g\‘tv\\acs Ve¢das Go\€ oxucFe

Lieae ove of Ws windewss LAt mranitin
4, 4.0}

S Pour
/\ngggm e e o LSN‘) ¥

) | Seals B D
2o Ui p aPen 2PV qu2s AT ESR

38 S44 418 S‘(I
Cel— BB b2

11677



PUBLIC COMMENT FORM BECEDN

APR 04 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Projeét!F0RC EMENT

PROJECT NAME:

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
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Telephone Number: g { D 1544 ‘(’/ & .3

COMMENTS:

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

Lol Deiskell
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S0 NIA_ CAPRA Py Aeuas

Telephone Numléz:' o) 64"{( 4 ‘Yg

COMMENTS:

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting

or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Poin& Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicabie)

oA 1 N
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~ \DEAS KT v CcA  Anz2lsS

Telephone Number: __ > 1O 544 . 4L K> .

Thet Schuriet § Kerm Ehlert § Bick Maztin
COMMENTS: 310, 5415055 544.7006 310, 2177, 1504

Please provide your comments on potential efvironmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. s
This form and/or additiona) comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (inctudc group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
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Telephone Number: 310 S544. 4l K

COMMENTS: é o [’C gA %&’k“’l —

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/fimpacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. ‘

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Atteption: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.

The D€ T.R2. vses (*ML\I!ED_:D QOTDBATED 6@.;

ESATETY AANDELINES o6 \Ued's (R 70 &
WHLLE ! PESic ik THE Pﬁc?ssecs (}_mu\a. Ay TS
v ywe PPoPosED  peEsoex /[ C8LF PRy,

THZ 13 Coeesa L1

IHE  oN SUWCcESS FOL ’6og‘g REcysTTs BOILT
@‘!mv){ % gEs WAL ABEAS  ARE  THORE 78B
TUAT ARRe DILT_ CopQREEWTLY |, Y TAAT tidy
TME_ N6  eOTITIES  CAD BE DESKUsED S

BE SArE  fofr  ALL ComcERpnien AND
1w HARwswy o) TH EACH SYHETR.

THE _DESIAL. DISCWOSSED I THe D<. TR, 15
uED = CARTL Pve_» T™E

v o ASE  CES10ERLAL

£ GOLP‘E\'LS ‘S'AFE'\'\-; IV HE SAME  SMALL ME

be Kcn.f SEev ?—Pem- app ScloFles  TaAs
oot Sred TTIonS_ZEwd WIS~ Docum et
< 1S _bewe Ao 1o} Mﬁswz_k$(» Mond  CoMasch
S \'Mgo‘bﬁ's\o\&"




@4/05/2081 11:49 3186492884 ROWLAND @ SPECTRUM PAGE B4

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR; (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
%4
ol sk SRV CACE .

\DORAS eI %Pd CA___An21S

Telephone Number: __ 2 1 Os S544. 41K

COMMENTS: éLOK‘C S\A'cf—"‘"ﬂ - ‘\YGT%

Pleasc prdvxde your comments on poténtial environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the¢ Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
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WRASE ST, Eev ca avzis

Telephone Number: _ 210 944 . G &>

COMMENTS:

Piease prov:lde your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Mesting

or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.
R

P
NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as "’P";‘\""’%)O o
D ADDR . PLANNING, BUILDING,
ggw‘*p - Fo A €« & CODECNFORCEMENT
& E‘?Ifmu—(

Telephone Number: __"> 101 S44.4(Bd

COMMENTS: NO ‘\)O\SF/ PLE‘J\SE‘§

Please proﬁda your comments on potential cnvironmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program BIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. :

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthomne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

=CEl

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as mﬁ%@ 6 2001
RLAMMIE: BUILDING,

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project. *
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Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel

should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. -

COMMENTS:

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting

™D+ or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos

7 Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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COMMENT NO. 80

R
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

PROJECT NAME:

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
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Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel -
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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COMMENT NO

4.(p. 2501

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
Bl Deas ket — ’
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Telephone Number: DI0.544 . 412

COMMENTS: NANWE Hrg\vat vs. &Soue LAy 2ot

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/fimpacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of

paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
- or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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"COMMENT NO. 82

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

4. 6. 201
PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency
CUD ALY Deis v UJE
2o VA cAPeq > KCASSTAvY
PN A avrts [ GouRwa
\ fenumnes s

Telephone Number: 2> [0 . S 44. 412> \P\)&t:v'. Paerawp
NATWE HABRITAT VS. &BLF  LAgsuT

tion, as applicable)

COMMENTS:

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner. -
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COMMENT NO. 83

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM |
4~ (Q .ZC'O '

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)
RoWUAnD DeasweLl
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Telephone Number: 310 544 41873 \PM-K-LAQD ’

COMMENTS: &Gowe gA'PE""\"‘ PRopes oo helas 2 4 ‘H:4_

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed.

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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COMMENT NO. 84
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM
_ H-b0

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public ageacy affiliation, as applicable)
i L AN . W)
3884

Telephone Number: 216 54 ([, 4 (Y3

SEVERAC REesves e DL BEYI LR,
COMMENTS: 1S o7 proesessE # DB)\EUnéE“

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issuesfimpacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. .

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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BUILDINGS AND STAGING AREAS TO
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$ 0 D. TALK TO COAST GUARD ABOUT REMOVING

QX $7350

CITY OF RPV.
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Janet Driskell (310) 265-0504 p.2

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

FOR RPV CITY YARD

CONCRETE / ASPHALT DECK — CLEAN IT UP
CONSOLIDATE OPERATIONS TO SEAWARD
SIDE OF YARD. KEEP ALL TRUCKS,TRAILERS,
DUMPSTERS, TREE TRIMMING EQUIPMENT,
CARS etc. TO THE WEST END OF THE YARD.
NO TRUCKS / EQUIPMENT BY HELIPAD OR AT
THE ENTRANCE TO CITY HALL AREA.

COX CABLE AREA — KEEP IT CLEAN

PAINT METAL STORAGE BUILDING GREEN

SO THAT IT BLENDS INTO SURROUNDINGS

DEMO GUARD SHACK 84A
DEMO KENNELS

CONVINCE TREE TRIMMING COMPANY TO
DONATE ONE 40 YARD DUMPSTER FOR CITY i
YARD CLEANUP EFFORTS e -

PLANT SHRUBS / SMALL TREES AROUND 4 weae PALMS

4 gun e PALMS

BEAUTIFY AREA

WOULD IT BE POSSIBLE / FEASIBLE TO ERECT
1 OR 2 TENNIS COURTS ON EXISTING
CONCRETE ? USE FLAT VACANT AREA
BETWEEN HELIPAD AND TENNIS COMPLEX

FOR A YOUTH SOCCER FIELD?
ADMIN AREA T Semeh
INSTALL 4 PARK BENCHES AND TRASH CAN AT 797 20
SCENIC OVERLOOK | Qeoy=t
125 FOOT LONG TRAIL FOR < subaatplan d
ACCESS TO PARK BENCHES Degt: = Public
PLANT 30 ITALIAN CYPRESS TREES oecls

SITUATED BETWEEN THE WINDOWS
OF THE COMMUNITY CENTER BUILDING
ON NORTH AND WEST SIDES

WOODEN ANTENNAE THAT IS NOT IN USE

UPPER POINT VICENTE PARK 3.17.2001

Roodomd Q. let)
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Ppofosee  IMPlevemerss T oj\’&-& Pa;:;

CITY OF RPV UPPER POINT VICENTE PARK 3.17.2001

KEEP CITY YARD AREA NEAT, CLEAN AND ORGANIZED. TOURISTS IN THE GOODYEAR
BLIMP AND THE HOMEOWNERS OF LA CRESTA LOOK DOWN ON THIS AREA. CITY
VECHILES AND TREE TRIMMING OPERATIONS WITH DUMPSTERS COULD BE KEPT TO THE
WEST END OF YARD. PAINTING THE METAL STORAGE BUILDING GREEN (ROOF
INCLUDED) ,PLANTING TREES AND SHRUBS AROUND THIS AREA WOULD ALSO HELP TO
BEAUTIFY THE CITY YARD . I AM STARTING A REMODEL JOB NEXT WEEK WHERE THERE
ARE THREE SMALL PALM TREES AND TWO LARGE PALM TREES , FREE FOR THE TAKING.
THE SALVAGE BELONGS TO ME AND I WOULD GLADLY DONATE THESE TO BEAUTIFY
THE CITY YARD AREA.

THE IDEA OF TENNIS COURTS AND YOUTH SOCCER FIELD SHOULD NOT REQUIRE
ALTERING THE CITY’S GENERAL PLAN. IF THIS IS A PROBLEM, THEN FORGET IT. BUT,
I FEEL THESE TWO IDEAS WOULD COMPLIMENT THE NEARBY ROBERT RYAN PARK .

SOC I1 HAS A LARGE NETWORK OF VOLUNTEER GROUPS WHO.WOULD DONATE THEIR
EFFORTS TO KEEP COSTS AT A MINIMUM AND PROMOTE CIVIC PRIDE.

THE PARK BENCHES WOULD BE A WELCOMED ADDITION TO THE UPPER POINT VICENTE
PARK. NOT ONLY WOULD RESIDENTS ENJOY THESE BUT CITY EMPLOYEES TOO. LUNCH
BREAK, etc.

COMMUNITY BLDG. WOULD BE SO MUCH MORE ATTRACTIVE WITH EVERGREEN TREES
AROUND IT, BEING CAREFUL NOT TO OBSTRUCT CITY EMPLOYEES’ VIEWS

THESE ARE A FEW IDEAS THAT WOULD NOT COST TOO MUCH AND YET WOULD
MAKE THE UPPER PART OF THIS PARK MORE ATTRACTIVE. | WOULD HOPE THE CITY
STAFF AND CITY EMPLOYEES WOULD EMBRACE THE IDEA OF MAKING THESE
SURROUNDINGS MORE PLEASING TO THE EYE. -

ALL ACTIVE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES MUST BE SITUATED AT THE “UPPER” PART OF
UPVPARK. THE LOWER AREAS TO THE NORTH, WEST AND SOUTH MUST REMAIN PASSIVE
PARKLAND. THIS WOULD SEND A MESSAGE TO GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES THAT THIS
CITY IS VERY SERIOUS ABOUT DEVELOPING A SOLID, SINCERE NCCP PLAN.

KEEPING THE OPEN FIELD ADJACENT TO THE VILLA CAPRI COMPLEX AND SAINT PAUL’S
LUTHERAN CHURCH AS A PASSIVE OPEN SPACE AREA WOULD BE IN TUNE WITH THE
ARDENT WISHES OF RESIDENTS AND CHURCH MEMBERS ALIKE. PLEASE CONTACT
ROWLAND DRISKELL @ 310.544.4183 REGARDING 42 OF 47 RESIDENTS WHO HAVE SIGNED
THE SOC II PETITION REGARDING KEEPING THIS OPEN SPACE IN ITS PRESENT, PASSIVE
STATE. JOSEPH J. PICARELLI, SPOKESMAN FOR SAINT PAULS CHURCH, CAN BE REACHED
AT 310.544.2455. THE CHURCH MEMBERS HAVE ALSO SIGNED THE SOC H PETITION TO
MAINTAIN THE PARK IN ITS PRESENT, PASSIVE STATE.

1 AM AVAILABLE TO DISCUSS THESE IDEAS WITH CITY COUNCIL AND THE PARK DEPT.
SINCERELY,
ROWLAND DRISKELL
30 VIA CAPRI RPV. CA. 90275
310.544.4183
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Janet Driskell (310)

Most Villa Capri residents
don't support golf course
1 must dispute the comments
made by Paul Payne at the Rancho
Palos Verdes Planning Commission
meeting March 13 at Hesse Park.
Payne presented himself as the
president of the Home Owners As-
sociation of Villa Capri, the only
residential development that exists
adjacent to the Upper Point Vicente

Park, a total of 49 homes. Payne n
dicated that the residents of Villa
Capri support the Long Point Re-
sort golfing activities at our park.
This is NOT what 41 of 46 resi New

dents support; 41 residents signed 4,1
their names supporting the Save

Qur Coastline II petition, which ag
urges “the City Council to retain ull

public land for general public use 4—-‘
or open space.”

Payne was the 19th resident to
sign this petition. Payne was kept
informed of my progress and suc-
cess in having our neighbors sign
the SOC II petition. In addition.
Payne spoke at the Jan. 16 RPV
City Counci! meeting when he in
formed the council that a majority
of residents of Villa Capri. includ.
ing himself, were against golfing at _
our park. [ continued to circulate

-the petition, gaining even mare

support to Save Our Park. I pur-
posely petitioned residents I knew
were for the golf praject, in order to
be fair and poli ALL of the resi-
dents of Villa Capri.

Why would the president of »
HOA go on record against the re
corded wishes of 90 percent of the
residents he represents? | have en-
closed three pages of residents’
signatures supporting SOC It peti-
tion. I will eirculate this letter for
my neighbors to sign to prove that
the overwhelming majority of resi-
dents of Villa Capri do not support
any golfing at Upper Point Vicente
Park,

I submit this letter to the editor.
the RPV Planning Commission and
the RPV City Council, with the res-
idents’ signatures, to “set the
record straight .

- ROWLAND DRISKELL i

- Ranche Palos Verdes

265-0504 p.10
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADPRESS OF COMMENTOR: (inctude group or public agency atfiliation, as applicable)

—EM‘\AMA‘L 30 U [ 2
AW ITRI T CA__ 452715
Telephone Number: _ 510 544 . 41 K} 4. & 2om)

© COMMENTS: él D L= gm

Please provide your comments on potential environmental mues/mipacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program RIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as needed. ”

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting

or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

PROJECT NAME:

PAGE 82

[ e >

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR (include group or public agency affiliation, as applicable)

} 1
R&.U‘J KX 3S_UIA_CAPE.

\NRAsesty eV ca ao2iS

Telephone Number: ‘210, 544 . 4 K> 4£.(, 200\

Le. K(ffgcll\u\i-‘ws \o‘b\q‘ L \Zr\'),c\‘pp«
COMMENTS: o BBF Comsolhuy IS5 200w

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of

paper, as needed.

"JD': This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
>y or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthome Boulevard, Rancho Palos

Verdes, California 90275, Atteation: Mr. Dave-Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM l thye >

PROJECT NAME:

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Long Point Resort Project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF COMMENTOR: (include group or public agency affilistion, as applicable)

A .
Qg—‘{kpc‘k 30 UlA 2
‘ WRARE T PV ca _qvZ1sS
Telephone Number: 2 10+ S44. AR A (o 2eren
@M_, QDL‘C ‘SM \hJC‘b ‘C;-M
COMMENTS: V.& r. 2. Qf:em-ek\e.«:—;

Please provide your comments on potential environmental issues/impacts which you feel
should be addressed in further detail in the subject Program EIR. Attach additional pieces of
paper, as peeded. .

This form and/or additional comments can be submitted to City Staff at the Scoping Meeting
or mailed to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos
Verdes, California 90275, Attention: Mr. Dave.Snow, AICP, Principal Planner.
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COMMENT NO. 86
Jeff Duncan, 03:42 PM 3/13/01 -0800, Comments regarding Long Point project and draft EIR

Subject: Comments regarding Long Point project and draft EIR

Date: Tue, 13 Mar 2001 15:42:00 -0800

X-MS-Has-Attach:

X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:

Thread-Topic: Comments regarding Long Point project and draft EIR
Thread-Index: AcCsF3spu1Dp9heMEdWBdwBQ2lodxw==

Priority: Urgent

Importance: high

From: "Jeff Duncan" <Jeff. Duncan@Magtek.com>

To: <citycouncil@rpv.com>, <planning@rpv.com>
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by faxmail.rpv.com id PAA00391

To all:

Specifically -
1. lam against the use of city land for the Long Point golf course. 86A
For the project as a whole -

2. In review of the draft E.I.R - traffic and the noise generated from 86B
it is a definite problem that will seriously degrade the overall
environment of RPV as a residential community. |don't think any
comments in the EIR go towards resolving this issue at all.

3. The EIR totally neglects to mention PV Drive South in the Portuguese
Bend area and how a large percentage of the construction traffic as well
as the 50% of the long term traffic will surely add significantly more 86C
wear and tear to this stretch of road. The City Council keeps
complaining about the money required to continually fix this road now.
Surely the extra impact of this project will increase these costs. |
hope that the planning dept. has included this factor in as an offset to
any projected revenue from this development.

Thanks,

Jeff Duncan
57 Limetree Ln
RPV

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 87

April 1, 2001

Mayor Lyon

Members of the City Council and Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: The Long Point Resort
Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners:

We are writing on behalf of our family, and specifically our 11 year-old daughter, a member of the
Palos Verdes Peninsula Girls Softball League (PVPGSL).

For two years, our daughter has enjoyed the camaraderie and challenge of playing in a sports
league that stresses skill building, sportsmanship and achievement. We would like for all of our
extended family to see her participate in this sport, however, the severely lacking facilities in
which she participates precludes her grandmother from attending due to the extreme

difficulty in parking and walking to the site. As you may be aware, the current softball fields are
undersized, makeshift fields with inadequate spectator space, restroom facilities and parking.
The orientation of these fields also makes them very difficult for our girls to play on. The
insufficiency of our PVPGSL playing field facilities was strongly brought to our attention this past
summer when our daughter had the opportunity to travel to sites in Torrance, Orange county and
Riverside county to play softball. The enormous discrepancy between the park-like fields these
girls play on versus the fields the girls of Palos Verdes play on was greatly

evident.

In our view the strength of the community of Palos Verdes has always been based on its’ leader’s
commitment to the families that live here. In accordance with that great tradition, we would like to
request that the proposed 4 softball fields for the Long Point property are strongly considered as
the best option for this land. Indeed, it would be a great addition to the recreational opportunities
offered to the children of Palos Verdes. It would support the families of this community in their
quest to provide enriching and growing experiences for their children. it would improve the
opportunity for the hundreds of girls who currently participate in the PVPGSL, and would open up
the opportunity for hundreds more who would play if the field conditions were to improve. The
addition of 4 beautiful regutation softball fields would be a visual demonstration to visitors to

the peninsula of the commitment of this community to it's families and it's youth.

We thank you for the opportunity to express our views.

Respectfully submitted,

Brentt and Erin Eads

28635 Hazelridge Drive

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90245
(310) 377-0902

87A



COMMENT NO. 88

RECEIVED

MAR 07 2001

G
PLANNMING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORCEMENT

To City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Planning Commission, Attn: Dave Snow

This letter is to inform you that my wife and I are opposed to the City of RPV
transferring the use of ANY city property to the Long Point Development.

We do not believe that a developer should benefit from redesignation of public park
open space for his own profit.
Open space public land does not remain available to the public or the wildlife, as a 88A
private or public golf course.

York could utilize the private open space land on the Capital Pacific Holding
development as per the original 18 hole golf proposal. He could alsSo purchase the other
29 homes sites at the south end of Ocean Front, C.P.H., for his golf course. ‘

York could make a deal with Ocean Trails to utilize their 18 hole course for his
resort hotel.

We, also believe that fairways adjacent to Palos Verdes Drive, South represent a
~ significant hazard to traffic and would ultimately require UGLY NET screening. 88B

Sincerely,
Alfred J. and Deanne L. Edridge
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" Emon, Akhtar, 03:10 PM 2/12"" *,-0800, RPV City needs a Commur* Center (Public Input).
COMMENT NO. 89

From: "Emon, Akhtar" <EMONAK@mail.northgrum.com>

To: "CityCouncil@RPV.Com™ <CityCouncil@RPV.Com>
Subject: RPV City needs a Community Center (Public input).
Date: Mon, 12 Feb 2001 15:10:01 -0800

Importance: high

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2650.21)

To: Council Members,

2-12-01

> RPV City Hall,

>

> Dear Council Members,

>

> | am submitting the following letter for the consideration by RPV City
> Council.

>

>

> SUBJECT: RPV City needs a Community Center (Public Input).

>
>
>
> REFERENCE: Alyda White's letter, League of Women Voters,
> Palos Verdes Peninsula News; Feb. 10, 2001

vV V.V

>

> The Concept of "Preservation of Public Lands for Public Use" is.

> especially important to minority

> groups residing in Palos Verdes, such as: Muslims, Buddhists, Hindu, Sikh,
> Taoist, Shinto,

> Zoroastrians, et al.

>

> If a Community Center is built at the RPV City Hall Site, it will provide

> a great convenience to these 89A
> residents who have to otherwise commute great distances to organize and
> attend their social and

> cultural activities.

>

> Most of the existing facilities in Palos Verdes area have waiting

> lists that extend months in

> advance, esp. for prime time usage. A Multi-purpose Community

> Center at RPV City Hall

> Site will certainly alleviate the crowded schedules. In addition, it

> can function as a "Public Square”

> where Peninsula residents of varying economic backgrounds,

> religious beliefs, different ethnic,

> racial, and social status can interact and dialog. Its design can

Printed for Dennis McLean <dennism@rpv.com> 1



Emon, Akhtar, 03:10 PM 2/12/01 -0800, RPV City needs a Communify Center (Public Input).

> also accommodate a park with native
> plants, and walking trails.

>

> Let us preserve the Upper Point Vicente (UPV) Site. lts open space should 89A
> be used only to serve the

> general public.

>

> Very Sincerely,

>

> Akhtar H. Emon

>
> 6631, El Rodeo Rd.

> Rancho Palos Verdes,
> CA 90275

> (310) 332-9445

Printed for Dennis McLean <dennism@rpv.com>



RECEIVED

Barbara and Jack Epstein

MAR 12 2001 21 Moccasin Lane
. BUILDING Rolling Hills Estates, Ca.
: lé%%i\gléﬁ%ommm‘r 90274 (310) 3787317
/. 20p
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Marchl12, 2001

Planning commission

Dear Planning Commission Members,

The future of our public coastline in Southern California, and in the South
Bay, especially, is very important to all of us. As neighbors who share the
peninsula with you, we have been very concerned that our public land,
gifted to all of us by the federal government, and supposedly protected by
the Coastal Act, has come under consideration for private use.

The developers who would dare to propose such a plan for their own gain,
deny public access due to the high cost of a game of golf. They ignore the
will of the vast majority of local residents who prefer to leave the area
natural and accessible for free hiking, and for future generations to enjoy.

The plan put forward by S.0.C.1H for a nature trail and public access is the
only acceptable use to consider. The policy of donating public land for
private use is unethical and immoral and should be considered illegal.

The people of the peninsula will be watching the city’s decisions very
closely and their expectations will be for all of you on the planning
commission and the council to preserve the dream that we all shared in the
seventies with Save Our Coastline, when they led the way for your new city
to determine its own destiny. The vision then, as it still is, was self
determination and land preservation.

We are proposing to our county and state legislators that they pass laws
prohibiting takeovers of public land by private developers, in order to

ensure that this sort of public land grab will never again be an issue in our
community.

Thank You For Your Consideration Of Our Concerns,

Jack and Barbara Epstein and Family

COMMENT NO. 90

90A
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Zal T COMMENT NO. 92

32267 Phantom Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Cst 50275 »
310-377-5814. Fax: 310-377-5655 MAR 27 2001

bagmantoo@juno.com
March 25, 2001
Mayor Lyon and members of the City Council
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorme Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275  RE: Long Point Resort

Dear Mayor and others concerned:

I would like to place my name on the list of those who believe the Long Point project will be a
GOOD THING for the city.

It will replace barren land with useful trails and pleasant viewing areas and will be much used by | 92A
our children and others who appreciate the beauty of this area.

I live near the Ocean Trail project and find it an attractive addition to our neighborhood with no
disadvantages at all.

Harold & Florence Fenton




| COMMENT NO. 93
BILLANDMARTY541@cs.com, 05:12 PM 3/11/01 -0500, old nike site

From: BILLANDMARTY541@cs.com

Date: Sun, 11 Mar 2001 17:12:09 EST
Subject: old nike site

To: finance@rpv.com

CC: planning@rpv.com

X-Mailer: CompuServe 2000 32-bit sub 107

Please preserve this site as a passive park. The value of these open spaces
is incalcuable. Do not allow this site to be used for anything other than the 93A
pleasure of all lucky enough to view it and certainly not for a few golfers '
who have many established courses for their play.

Many thanks

Bill and Marty Foster, RPV

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



COMMENT NO. 94

This letter was a duplicate
and this comment number was intentionally omitted



COMMENT NO. 95
Les Evans, 01:28 PM 3/28/01 -0800, Fwd:

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 13:28:41 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd:

From: "Susan French" <suefr@home.com>

To: <CityCouncil@RPV.com>

Subject:

Date: Wed, 28 Mar 2001 12:46:54 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 5.00.2919.6600

To RPV City Council: My husband and | moved to Palos Verdes 14 years ago and have been
raising our family here. We have three children, ages 14, 10 and 7. They have participated in
numerous athletic programs offered locally including AYSO soccer, RHLL. PV girls softball When
we were made aware of the possibility of developing athietic fields to support local programs we
were thrilled. The city of RPV needs to make our youth a priority We have visited other cities that 95A
have public recreational facilities including restrooms, parking and snack facilities. It fosters
healthy activities for our children in our own backyard. We support the Long Point Development
including a new recreational complex for girls softball and Ayso Soccer fields.RHLL has a nice
facility. We urge the City Council to support our community and it's youth. Thank you,

Dr & Mrs. James French

3501 Seaglen Dr.

Rancho Palos-Verdes

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> _ 1



b COMMENT NO. 96

To: All Planning Commissioners of Rancho Palos Verdes

and
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Department

From: Dena Friedson, a member of Save Our Coastline II

Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long
Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point
Vicente - Public Hearing on March 13, 2001

As a member of Save Our Coastline II and the general public,
I would like to make a few comments about the proposed Long
Point golf project as it relates to Upper Point Vicente.

First, the Draft EIR states that 139,080 cubic yards of cut
and 131,940 cubic yards of fill would be needed to change
the contours of the land. To visualize this quantity of
earth, consider the fact that an average dump truck holds

8 cubic yards. To carry this amount of dirt from one
location to another, 17,385 trucks would be required. The
huge alterations of ground would be held in place by tall
retaining walls.

Of course, dump trucks would not be the vehicles that are
used. High-noise and heavy, dust-generating equipment (such
as tractors, scrapers, wheeled dozers, motor graders, and
water trucks) would be maneuvered around existing rare
native habitats that host threatened gnatcatchers, cactus
wrens, and other varieties of wildlife. Mitigation would
include flagging and marking off areas where grading should
be avoided and saving seeds from shrubs to be planted later.

It is acknowledged that, despite mitigation measures,
removal and modification of native vegetation would occur.
Such damage would result in the extermination of small
mammals and other animals of slow mobility. Faster wildlife
would be forced to move into other remaining areas of open
space where competition for available resources would result
in the further demise of threatened creatures.

Yet, the Draft EIR indicates that the fragmentation of this
important corridor and the destruction of threatened plant
and animal species would have a less than significant impact
because other such plant and animal populations would remain
in the region. Do you really believe that there would not
be a significant impact? It seems that the CEQA guidelines
have been stretched.

If the golf holes and/or driving range were to be allowed,

those plants and animals that managed to survive or return

would be constantly harassed and possibly physically harmed
by flying golf balls and human golfing activities from dawn
to darkness around their isolated habitats.

96A

96B

96C
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With respect to geology, Exhibit 5.5-2 reveals another cause
for concern. The map shows a large possible landslide on
Upper Point Vicente where a fairway and golf hole number 5
are proposed. Exhibit 5.3-4 indicates that this same
general area would be graded for new habitat. The city
should be extremely wary of allowing golf fairways and holes
in a geologically questionable location. Experience has
shown that even the most careful mitigation measures have
not been enough to prevent costly disasters.

A third objection to the presentation in the Draft EIR
regards the discussion of views and vistas with respect to
Upper Point Vicente. It is claimed that a developed
condition of golf holes and a driving range would be
visually compatible with surrounding land uses. It is also
stated that no netting for the golf holes or practice
facility is proposed. Netting may not be proposed, but it
would probably prove to be necessary for safety reasons if
golfing is permitted. What this section does not point out
are the various locations for superb views and vistas from
Upper Point Vicente that would be lost forever to the
general public. Exhibit 5.13-1 shows that golf cart paths
would occupy the upper rims of the slopes where the most
spectacular views and vistas can be enjoyed. Anyone now can
walk there on existing trails at any time. If parts of the
proposed golf course were to be approved, this area would be
available only to golfers during daylight hours.

On Page 5.4-21, the Ishibashi farmhouse complex is
discussed. It is in the area proposed for hole number 5 on
Upper Point Vicente. This farmhouse complex was built in
the 1920’s and belonged to a family associated with
agriculture on the Peninsula from that time until the mid
1990’s. Its nine acres still produce crops. Agdgriculture
has long been a part of the Peninsula scene. Rows of
flowers and vegetables have lent diversity to a rural
landscape. This farming complex should be preserved for
local cultural reasons. It exists on city-owned land, and
it should be given special consideration for historical
protection.

Finally, Table 7-1 compares various alternatives to the
proposed golf project. The Save Our Coastline II plan
surpasses all others with its protection of threatened
species - both plant and animal - and its respect for
environmental values. The only question raised in the Draft
EIR about this alternative is that it does not enhance the
resort hotel area or fulfill the project objectives of the
developers. That concern should not be a responsibility of
the city or its residents!

Dena Friedson, 1737 Via Boronada, Palos Verdes Estates

96D

96E

96F

96G




COMMENT NO. 97

MAR 27 2001
PLANNING, BUILDING,

RN ATaTY)
To: All Planning Commissioners of Rancho Palos vebgdd
and
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Department

From: Dena Friedson, a member of Save Our Coastline II

Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long
Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point
Vicente - Public Hearing On March 13, 2001

At the above public hearing, a spokesman for Save Our
Coastline II was asked where active recreation could be
enjoyed on Upper Point Vicente without an amendment to the
General Plan.

A delineated portion of Upper Point Vicente consists of
approximately 8 acres that are shown on the General Plan as
"public." This designation allows institutional and active
recreational uses. The acreage includes the administration
buildings and extends to the far side of the maintenance
yard.

SOC II’s proposal suggests that this section of land would
be ideal for grassy playing fields and picnic -areas. The
maintenance yard could be accommodated in an appropriate
corner and concealed by attractive trees and shrubs.

The Recreation and Parks Committee, with input from
residents, could select locations for various planned and
spontaneous games and sports and perhaps even tennis courts.
These improvements would be for the benefit of the entire
community.

Dena Friedson
1737 Via Boronada
Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274

F ENFORCEMENT

97A



To:

From:

Re:

This is a correction to my statement that was presented at
the above public hearing. A copy of the statement is
attached. The names are changed, but the principle remains
the same.

Cn Pades 5.4-12 to 5.4-14 and 5.4-21, two farms are
described. Both have existed since the 1920’s, and both
would be removed to make room for golf holes.

The Ishibashi farmhouse complex is on Long Point. The
amount of land involved is not stated in the Draft EIR.

It is the James Hatano farm that is on approximately
eight-and-a-half to nine acres of land leased from the city.
Crops are still being grown on Upper and Lower Point Vicente
sites.

Agriculture is part of the Peninsula’s heritage. It helps
to provide a semi-rural atmosphere. Farming on publicly
owned land should be given historical protection and should
be preserved as a local cultural asset.

COMMENT NO. 98

MAR 27 2001

PLANNING, BUILDING,

All Planning Commissioners of Rancho Palos %&PBEENFORCEMENT
and
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Department

Dena Friedson, a member of Save Our Coastline II
The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long

Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point
Vicente - Public Hearing on March 13, 2001

98A

Dena Friedson
1737 Via Boronada
Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274



COMMENT NO. 99

To: All Traffic Committee Members of Rancho Palos Verdes
and
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Department
and Dean Allison of the Public Works Department

From: Dena Friedson, a member of Save Our Coastline IT

Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
Long Point Project with respect to traffic - Hearing
on March 26, 2001

The Draft EIR seems to ignore or barely mention several
major activities that would have very significant impacts on
traffic for at least 2 years.

Exhibit 3-7 shows a Palos Verdes Drive undercrossing between
the hotel resort area and Upper Point Vicente. There is no
discussion of how much earth would be excavated, what kind
of heavy equipment would be used, how long the work would
take to dig the tunnels and rebuild the roadways, or how 99A
traffic would be handled as cars tried to get through the
area. There are no alternate routes between Palos Verdes
Drive East and Hawthorne Boulevard. Traffic to and from
schools alone would be seriously affected in addition to all
other local driving requirements.

on the Upper Point Vicente side, the passageway would emerge
in a location shown on Section 5.5-2 as a questionable
landslide area. Imagine the impact on traffic circulation, 99B
public safety, and costs and liability to the city if a
landslide were to be triggered by excessive trenching.

The Draft EIR does not analize the effects of construction
on traffic circulation. In Table 5.2-3 (Air Quality
Construction Emissions), there is a list of heavy, noisy,
dust-producing vehicles that would be used. Exhibit 3-10
indicates that grading and infrastructure improvements and
developing the golf course would start during the first
qgquarter of 2002 and continue through the first quarter of
2004. Demolition of existing structures would start sooner.
Heavy vehicles would move through city streets and up and 99C
back between the hotel resort area and Upper Point Vicente
for at least a 24-month buildout period. They would
certainly cause undesirable traffic problems. They would
not be allowed to go through Palos Verdes Estates. (See the
letter in the Appendix.) Palos Verdes Drive West between
Bluff Cove and Malaga Cove can not be widened because of
existing homes and hillsides of questionable stability.
Trucks and heavy equipment moving between the project and
San Pedro would cause significant impacts on Palos Verdes
Drive South in the landslide area. A number of years ago,
Rolling Hills Estates changed Palos Verdes Drive North from
4 lanes to 2 lanes to reduce noise, pollution, and traffic.

Shwaleh T.C 22201



Hawthorne Boulevard is the only way for heavy vehicles to
travel.

Hawthorne Boulevard, which currently has problems at several
locations at various times, would suffer increased
congestion. The Draft EIR suggests that the worst traffic
conditions could be mitigated by restriping intersections
for right and left hand turns. It does not discuss ways to
redirect the flow as lanes reach maximum capacity. There
are very few alternate routes on or leading off the
Peninsula for personal cars to follow.

Section 5.2 discusses the effects of the proposed project on
air quality. Fine particulate matter and diesel emissions
would have significant and unavoidable impacts both before
and after the mitigation required by the city’s codes and
the rules of the Southern California Air Quality Management
District. The only way to lessen these impacts would be to
reduce the amount of heavy grading and construction and the
amount of related vehicular traffic.

Eliminating Upper Point Vicente from the hotel resort
proposal would help to achieve the goals of better traffic
circulation and better air gquality.

Dena Friedson
1737 Via Boronada
Palos Verdes Estates

99C
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COMMENT NO. 100

To: All Planning Commissioners of Rancho Palos Verdd
and
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Deﬁﬁﬁtm EWO]

From: Ann Shaw and Dena Friedson, members of Sag é@ﬂu Bl
Coastline II %0 EEye ?!L??G
IEN
Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long
Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point
Vicente - Air Quality

The discussion of air quality throughout Section 5.2
acknowledges that impacts from nitrogen oxides and fine
particulate matter would be significant and, even with
legally required mitigation measures, could not be reduced
to acceptable levels in the short term and would remain in
the long term. The so-called short term is at least a
period of 2 years, during which time demolition, grading,
and construction would occur.

For at least 24 months, a variety of heavy-duty diesel and
dust-generating vehicles and equipment would be used on Long
Point and Upper Point Vicente to scrape, excavate, bulldoze,
fill, and grade huge amounts of earth and to transport
machinery, supplies, and rubble to and from the sites.

The Draft EIR concludes that the impacts would be 100A
significant but unavoidable and that no additional measures
would need to be taken beyond adherence to the City’s
development code and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District rules. If the City were to approve the project,
the City would have to cite its findings and prepare a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with
Section 15093 of CEQA.

We question the word "unavoidable." We believe a good deal
of this air pollution could be greatly reduced by limiting
the developer’s activities to his own property. The work -
would be contained on only 1 side of Palos Verdes Drive.
Much less scraping, grading, digging, and bulldozing would
be required. Fewer truck trips would be needed. Tunnels
would not be excavated under Palos Verdes Drive. The
project would be completed in a much shorter time.

A study could be done on the difference in impacts with and
without the use of Upper Point Vicente land, but the answer
seems obvious. Avoiding drastic disturbance of a large
amount of acreage means much less pollution and much better
air quality.

C/0 1737 Via Boronada, Palos Verdes Estates



| ', COMMENT NO. 101
Les Evans, 11:59 AM 3/9/01 0800, Fwd: Long Point Development-a resident opinion

X-Sender: LesE@207.238.114.197

X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 5.0.2
Date: Fri, 09 Mar 2001 11:59:50 -0800

To: davids@rpv.com

From: Les Evans <lese@rpv.com>

Subject: Fwd: Long Point Development-a resident opinion

From: "q" <docfung@earthlink.net>

To: <CityCouncil@rpv.com>

Subject: Long Point Development-a resident opinion

Date: Fri, 9 Mar 2001 12:07:05 -0800

X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 4.72.3155.0

X-MIME-Autoconverted: from 8bit to quoted-printable by faxmail.rpv.com id LAA06874

CARLTONH. FUNG, D.D.S.
30320 Calle De Suenos

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90275
310-541-4744

FAX 603-710-6393

E-mail DocFung@earthlink.net

Mayor Lyon, Members of the City Council and Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Bivd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA90275  3/8/01

Dear Mayor, Members of the City Council and Planning Commissioners:

| have been a resident of RPV for 32 years. My families are opposed to
development at Long Point. | grew up on the quiet residential street that
became the "Los Verdes Golf Course Raceway". The traffic from golf courses
is not in the best interest of RPV. | was even hit by a car on my street as
a small child while a speeding golfer lit his cigarette on the way to Los
Verdes CC. Twenty-five years later the traffic is no better and the cars
drive just as fast. All the revenue RPV could ever need could be made by 101A
one traffic patrolman and his radar gun at 30057 Avenida Classica.

We have a new golf course on the South end of Palos Verdes with 15
holes since the 18th has fallen into the ocean despite thoughtful placement
and assurances of positive environmental impact. Despite the developer's
intent and attempts the record speaks for itself.

The last thing RPV needs is more traffic and more people who do not
live in the area adding to noise and fraffic congestion. The facts are
that no development is without "environmental impact”. Please protect RPV
for future generations.  If we residents of RPV wanted "no open space" we
would live in Redondo Beach. Lets keep what we have already built in good

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1



- E

Les Evans, 11:59 AM 3/9/01 -0800, Fwd: Long Point Development-a resident opinion

repair. How about making our roads safer by getting the self forming
speedbumps off of Crenshaw blvd. or regravel the truck gravel trap on
Hawthorne blvd. . If RPV needs revenue lets slow traffic to 25mph as posted 101A
in our residental streets and ticket cars that don't turn their wheels into :

the curb for safety like the California Driver's Handbook says.

Regards,
C.H. Fung, D.D.S.

Fung Family
30320 Calle De Suenos

Fung Family
30057 Avenida Classica

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com>



.. COMMENT NO. 102
Long, Thomas D., 01:02 PM 3/9/01 -0800, RE: Protection for Wildlife and People on City Land

From: "Long, Thomas D." <tlong@nossaman.com>

To: "Soc2steering@aol.com™ <Soc2steering@aol.com>

Cc: "joelr@rpv.com™ <joelr@rpv.com>, "davids@rpv.com™ <davids@rpv.com>
Subject: RE: Protection for Wildlife and People on City Land

Date: Fri, 9 Mar 2001 13:02:32 -0800

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2653.19)

Barbara,

Thank you for this information. Joel we should compile all of this in hard copy form and make sure it is
available to interested parties and the applicant before and at our hearings.

Tom Long
————— Original Message-----
From: Soc2steering@aol.com [mailto:Soc2steering@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2001 12:28 PM
To: Fnplyon@cs.com; Long, Thomas D.; mueller@earthlink.net
Cc: DennisM@rpv.com
Subject: Protection for Wildlife and People on City Land

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Financial Advisory Committee:

Because of the signifcance of the United States Fish and Wildlife Senice,
the California Department of Fish and Game and the National Park Senice at
the Department of Interior as determing factors in the ultimate usage of the
city hall land, | am forwarding two recent letters from them. To summarize, .
they point out (1) that the Upper Point Vicente Park is an area that requires 102A
protection for the threatened gnatcatcher and (2) the necessity for the

public to have access to the open space deeded to us by the Department of
Interior. We beliewe their statements are important for your consideration.
(The underlining is ours.)

We look forward to the meetings next week.
Dennis McLean: Please forward to the Financial Advisory Committee.
Sincerely,

Barbara Gleghom
SOC |l Steering Committee

The attached file is in rich text format and can be opened in MSWord.

Printed for David Snow <davids@rpv.com> 1
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service CA Dept. of Fish & Game
Carlsbad Fish and Wildtife Office 4949 Viewridge Avenue
- 2730 Loker Avenue, West San Diego, California $2123-1662
Carlsbad, California 92008 (619) 467-4201
(760) 431-9440 FAX (619) 467-4235
FAX (760) 431-5902 + 9618
In Reply Refer To:
FWS-LA-755.2 .
Joel Rojas MAR -1 201
i Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
¥ City of Rancho Palos Verdes
i 30940 Hawthome Boulevard
‘ Rancho Palos Verdes, Califoraia 90275-5391
Subject: Alternative 5 of the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP, Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Rojas:

This letter provides our comments regarding proposed Alternative 5 of the Rancho Palos Verdes
Peninsula Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program dated November 22,
2000, and the upcoming Rancho Palos Verdes City (City) Council hearing to adopt a preferred
project alternative for analysis and public review. Over the past year the Department of Fish and
Game (Department) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), the “Wildlife Agencies,” staff
from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (City), and local landowners representatives have met to
discuss the development of an alternative that wonld meet the goals of the NCCP effort and the
landowners. As discussed with you over the past few months we continue to have concerns
about the proposcd “Altemnative 5" reserve design. We are particularly concerned with the
proposed development within the large blocks of habitat primarily on City Hall property and in
the moratorium arca near Peacock Flats under this alternative. These concerns are based on our
evaluation of the consistency of the alternative with the NCCP Conservation Guidelines and the
conservation plan’s ability to meet the preserve design tenets/species requirements.

As previously discussed with you, we are concerned with the existing proposals for the
York/Long Point and Hon Company projects. The York/Long Point (Destination Resorts)
development continues to propose development on the former Marineland site, City Hall, and
National Park Service properties, and would impact a hi roductive

threatened coastal California gnateatcher (Polioptila californica californica, “gnatcatcher”). Hon
Company (Palos Verdes Land Holding Company) has proposed a project within the Portugese
Bend landslide moratorium area that would impact the large core habitat area and bisect the
remaming habitat.

We understand that a previously approved project has obtained land use approvals from the City
that are necessary to develop the former Marineland site. The Wildlife Agencies maintain that
development of the proposed project on the Marineland site would be consistent with NCCP.

@,
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However, the project by York/Long Point proposes to develop a resort hotel, 9-hole golf course,
and associated amepitics on the former Marineland site, existing public lands owned by the City,
and public lands acquired by the National Park Service with Federal Land and Water
Conservation finds. We maintain that their proposal will significantly reduce productive
goatcatcher habitat, particularly on the City Hall tand. Though the City had indicated that sage
scrub would remain or be revegetated on the property, these areas would become further
fragmented by the proposed development. The sage scrub habitat would not be contiguous,
would be patchwork of lands surrounding the proposed fairways within the golf course, and
ualikely be able to maintain a productive gnatcatcher area. Public lands that support § sensitive_
habitat and species should be considered a priority for being placed into the reserve to maximize
conservation benefits and minimize 8 acquisition costs of the NCCP plan. Additionally, the partial
loss of fragentation of City Hall lands would compromise the Tinkage of the 30-acre mitigation
site on Subregion 1 and the Agua Amarga Canyon, another productive gnatcatcher habitat area
on the peninsula. .

The Lower Filioram project is also being proposed by York Long Point Associates. This area is
a key linkage/connector between the coastal bluffs and Upper Filiorum. A functional connection
must be retained through this area. The reserve design now only indicates that a habitat linkage
is planned, but linkage criteria are not specified nor are hardlmes shown. Alternative 5 also
proposes to eliminate more of upper Filiorum that cocroaches further into the core habitat areas,

The Bon Company is proposing to develop the golf course and associated amenities within the
Portuquese Bend and Peacock Flats areas. The proposed golf course project had not provided
required geological stadies to verify that it can meet the acceptable safety factor for these
activities. Although the project proposes habitat linkages within the golf course, placing large
“hubbles of nonhabitat” in the core area of undeveloped land within the landslide is problematic.
Although not all of the habitat within the proposed golf course s pristine, it comprises the largest
block of sage scrub in the planning area. The current configuration of the golf course
significantly impacts the core habitat area and further fragments this area. In addition, the
fragments of restored hebitat within the golf course likely will not support successful breeding by
gnatcatchers. Moreover, these fragments likely will function as habitat for brown-headed
cowbirds, which are nest-predators of the gnatcatcher and other sensitive birds. The proposal
also significantly increases the amount of urban edge around the reserve lands, that reduces
babitat values and increases management needs. Consolidating the golf course footprint,
identifying appropriate edge landscaping and specifying management actions, such as cowbird
control, also should be included.

The Ocean Trails Golf Course, is located in an ancient landslide area that was certified safe for
construction. A 1999 landslide within the golf course raises concerns that a golf course in
Portugese Bend, even if it is able to meet the current landslide safety/risk requirements, may not
bé stable in the fong-term and require additional work that could furtber reduce habitat acreage.

Land on the west side of Palos Verdes Drive South in the Portugese Bend area that is currently

not proposed for conservation should be reconsidered. The City has chosen not to include these
lands in the proposed reserve becanse of the City’s desires to conduct landslide semediation
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activities associated with the stabilization of the moratorium area and Palos Verdes Drive South.
The NCCP can include the area as a reserve and address proposed landslide stabilization as a
covered activity in the permit. Following the stabilizatiop activities, the area could be

revegetated with native drought tolerant vegetation to augment the coastal bluff reserve.

We appreciate the City coordinating with the Wildlife Agencies, and hope that these comments
are helpful in assisting the City with the development of an alternative that balance the goals of
the NCCP program with the needs of the City. We contime to be available to work with the

m - City, your consultants, and the various stakeholders to prepare a plan that is consistent with

" NCCP Conservation Guidelines. We are also available to provide guidance and input on how to

reduce impacts to the species we are addressing under this plan and to ensure that proposed
alternatives avoid and minimize take of listed species to the maximum extent practicable. Please
contact William Tippets at (619) 467-4212, of the Department or Mary Beth Woulfe at (760)
431-9440, of the Service, if you have any questions or comments concerning this letter.

Sincerely,
A
& lim A Batel ‘ William E. Tippets
Assistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager

G City of Rancho Palos Verdes Council Members
City Manager, Rancho Palos Verdes (Attm: Les Evans)



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
. Pacific West Region
Pacific Great Basin Support Office
. 600 Hasrison Street, Suitc 600
N REPLY REFER TO: San Francisco, California 94107-1372

Lb623(PGSO-PP) RECEIVED

AUG28 200 . .
Sep 01 2000
Joel Rojas, Director .
Planning; Building and Code Enforcement PLANNING, BUILDING,
& CODE ENFORGEMENT -

~ City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthome Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

. Input for Scoping to Long Point Resort Project Environmental Impact Report

ar Mr. Rojas:

In|response to your notice of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Long
- Point Project, the National Park Service offers the following input to help facilitate
use of your Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in our National Environmental
licy Act (NEPA compliance for the above project.

| As we expressed to you in our jetter of June 26, 2000, the National Park
ervice is legally prohibited from a roving any change of use to the parcel of
land which we transferred to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes that would
jéopardize the Califomia coastal gnatcatcher, federally listed as an
endangered species. We encourage the proponents of the Long Point -
Development to develop and analyze a full range of alternatives for their
project, including those, which will not jeopardize existing gnatcatcher habitat.

-l

P -
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_2.| Because of concerns regarding the proposed change of use of the land we
requests that the EIR address the

; | transferred, the National Park Service
S impacts that this proposal will have on public access to open space and

Coastal access in your community.

appreciate the opportunity to participate in your environmental impact report.

McCusker
door Recreation Planner
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COMMENT NO. 103

Statement by Save Our Coastline IT to Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission
March 13, 2001

For aver 4 years, a private developer has been negotiating with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes
for a concession that would use most of our public Point Vicente Park for a portion of his golf
course. Thousands of RPV residents have documented their objection to the continuation of this
negotiation - but the consideration continues. Now, instead of only objecting to the loss we would
face, members of Save Our Coastline IT have proposed an alternative concept for the improved
care of this valuable open space. Our proposal was presented to the City Council on J anuary 16 and
we appreciate your invitation o present it to you this evening.

Basically, we are recommending that the RPV Recreation and Parks Department and Planning
Department be directed to develop, with maximum public input, a plan for the improvement of
Point Vicente Park.

Our concept is not original. Essentially, we are asking the City to honor the spirit and retain the
integrity of the agreement that was made some 25 years ago between the new City of Rancho
Palos Verdes and the federal government. At that time, the original City Council, when applying to
the National Park Service for ownership and control of the former Nike missile site, said ". . . 68
acres of passive open space surrounds and complements the proposed administrative center and
provides needed open space for this part of the City". Open space was needed then and it is
needed even more now, as much open space has been developed in the interim. The special
ambience of the Peninsula, which keeps our property values s high, is unique in Los Angeles County
and is heavily dependent uppon maintaining our open space.

The founders, most of whom were members of the original Save Our Coastline, were not asking for
control in order to furn the land into a commercial development. They clearly stated that a small
area, up by Hawthorne Boulevard and the entrance to the Civic Center, would be utilized for active
recreation - but that the preponderance of the property, 65 acres, would be devoted to passive
recreation and open space. They said, "Because of slope stability and topography considerations,
development would include initially only vista and picnic areas and trails. Additional landscaping
would be planted to enhance the native growth."

We are proposing that the original commitment be honored. The level section near the City Hall
could serve recreational uses, both active and passive. Playing fields and picnic areas could fade
into a large grassy section that would stretch to the bluff edge - overlooking Point Vicente
Lighthouse to the south and the Santa Monica coastline to the north. By the edge of the bluffs,
benches could be placed to take advantage of the scenic vistas. A series of trails connecting the
upper and lower areas could guide people along the perimeter of the bluffs and down to designated
areas to enjoy the existing and restored habitat. Some trails could be designed for handicapped
or senior access. Eventually, educational opportunities might evolve that would complement those
offered by the Interpretive Center.

SOC 1T is suggesting that this is a propitious time to begin providing the improvements proposed
so long ago. RPV has set a splendid example by its participation in the Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (NCCP), acknowledging the need to protect the precious habitats of federally
threatened species and to restore areas that have been damaged.
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seneral awareness of the need to protect or restore native vegetation and sensitive habitats has
greatly increased in recent years, as have the numbers of community groups willing to take an
active part in these efforts. The stewardship of the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy over
White's Point and other areas can offer an example to adult groups - such as Audubon, Los
Serenos and the California Native Plant Society - and to young people in school groups as well as
Scouts and 4H. Such groups might work on habitat restoration to protect the threatened
gnatcatcher and cactus wren. Other groups might build or maintain trails to the natural areas.
Some community groups with particular interests could be encouraged to come forward to develop
and maintain the active recreational areas or bluff-side viewing areas. The land is already ours. It
should be kept under the active control of our elected officials. It only needs the attention and
pratection it deserves.

The United States Department of Interior, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the
California Department of Fish and Game have all focused on Point Vicente Park as the main area
for their expressed, serious concerns about habitat preservation. Their most recent letters
(which we provided you prior to this meeting) show their particular concern for the "highly
productive area" of Point Vicente Park for the federally threatened Coastal California
Gnatcatcher. Additionally, they emphasize that, if conservation is to be fiscally wise, the highest
priority should be given to retaining land already in the public domain.

As you are aware, there are a number of opportunities to improve current features of the Park. (1)
The maintenance yard - which is an eyesore for a number of residents - could be confined to a
small, secluded area and concealed by trees and shrubs. (2) Well placed landscaping, with special
arrangement of trees could greatly improve the appearance of City Hall, as seen from other
locations. And trees could be planted to screen parking areas.

(3) A distinct area for small, outdoor meetings could be created - in addition to the solitary
benches for enjoying the magnificent views.

Over its quarter century plus of existence, RPV has done an excellent job in the creation of Fred
Hesse Park with its fine community gathering facilities; Robert Ryan Park with its imaginative
playground; Abalone Cove Beach with its superb tidepools; and the Interpretive Center with its
appropriate museut and whale-watching station. We have a unique opportunity to complete the
balance by now providing a well-planned refuge of serenity for our people in this large remaining
natural setting. The 1975 proposal states,"Views . . . are exceptional, offering 270 degree 'view
sheds’ of the coastline and ocean". It would be a fine legacy for this Planning Commission and City
Council to work together to secure the future of this treasure for all our residents. We
appreciate your consideration of SOC II's concept as an alternative proposal for Point Vicente
Park.

T would like to share our time with Jim Knight - who you may know as an active participant in the
Natural Communities Conservation Plan. He is a knowledgeable and strong supporter of keeping,
restoring and protecting our native habitats. He is here this evening to offer an imaginative and
well-informed plan - as one possible scenario that could emerge from the SOC IT concept.
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COMMENT NO. 104

To: The Planning Commissioners of Rancho Palos Ver
and

Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Dep@pﬁm@gfzvg

1

From: Save Our Coastline II FPLANNING BUILp,
* CODE enFopgeyymr
Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long

Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point

Vicente - Trails and Parks

In their advertising, the Long Point Resort developers claim
that they will provide 11 miles of new trails. The Draft
EIR shows the locations of pedestrian trails on various
exhibits. Most of these public trails seem to be in the
same places as existing paths and streets. Their
advertising also states that 5 new parks will be developed.

By reading Page 5.13-21 of the Draft EIR, we learn that 3.8
miles of "new" public trails would be in the Long Point area
and would include renovated historic coastal ramps. There
would be 1.3 miles of resort walkways around the hotel
facilities and buildings. Adjacent to the hotel area, but
off-site, would be 0.2 miles; and 0.5 miles would connect
the resort grounds to the Point Vicente Interpretive Center.
Some of this trail system would include space for bicycles.

Golf cart paths of 3.2 miles in the resort hotel area and on
Upper Point Vicente would be available to the general public
during non-golfing hours (before dawn and after dusk).

In the Upper Point Vicente area, there would be 1.2 "new"
off-site public trails around the Civic Center and 0.9 miles
of "new" general public trails/stairway. In Upper Point
Vicente Park, it is already possible for everyone to walk
everywhere in the Civic Center area, along Hawthorne
Boulevard, and down existing pathways to Palos Verdes Drive.
The general public has long used many existing paths with
scenic views throughout the 65 acres surrounding City Hall.

Exhibit 3-3 of the Draft EIR shows 7 parks including
parking. Page 5.13-20 states that the development proposes
5 acres of general public parkland. On Upper Point Vicente,
3 of the proposed parks would total 2.8 acres for both
recreation and parking. However, 2 acres of the existing
Civic Center grass area would be removed for the golf
course. The DEIR does not mention that the 2.8 acres would
be subtracted from the 64.9 acres of already publicly owned
land that would be used for 6 golf holes. The general
public would lose 62.1 acres of parkland in Upper Point
Vicente.
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We have many dquestions about the proposed trails and parks.
How many miles of so-called "new" trails would actually be
new in the resort hotel area and in Upper Point Vicente?

How many miles would be for pedestrians only in each area?
How many miles of pedestrian trails are required by the City
as a condition of project approval in the resort hotel area
and in Upper Point Vicente? In the resort hotel area and in
the Upper Point Vicente area, how many miles in reality are
traced over old paths or walkways or along streets? How
many miles of old ex1st1ng trails would be taken away by
golfing activities in Upper Point Vicente? What does "new"
mean? Does it mean an application of decomposed granite or
defined edges on trails long used by the public or an
addition of signs on trails and roads? How many miles of
walking trails and acres of parks are shown on the Monaghan
Plan? The Draft EIR does not give these figures or provide
a map when discussing Alternative 7.2.

Please prov1de answers and comments to the above questions
and expressions of concern as soon as possible as well as in
the Final EIR. It is important for everyone to have a clear
and accurate understanding of what might be gained compared
to what would be lost.

C/0 Barbara Gleghorn
28850 Crestridge Road
Rancho Palos Verdes
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APR 06 2001 April 5, 2001
To: The Planning GomwiineiBUlEDNGof Rancho Palos Verdes
and & CODE ENFORCEMENT
Joel Rojas and David Snow of the Planning Department

From: Save Our Coastline IT

Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Long
Point Hotel Project with respect to Upper Point
Vicente - Native Habitats

If the proposed Long Point Hotel project is allowed to use
Upper Point Vicente for 6 golf holes, 25% of the existing
critical habitat in our public parkland will be obliterated.

Pages 3-13 and 3-14 describe the number of existing acres of
coastal bluff scrub and coastal sage scrub on Long Point and
Upper Point Vicente and the number of acres of this native
vegetation that would be removed to accommodate the hotel
facilities and the golf course. The numbers are presented
in a very confusing way. (See attached page.) However, the
summary on Page 5.3-42 states that 5 acres of habitat would
be removed and that 16.8 acres would be restored, creating a
compensation replacement ratio of 3.4 to 1 (actually 3.36

to 1). This figure is not much different than the typical
standard.

Then the Draft EIR dares to suggest that the remaining 22.94
acres of already existing habitat, which bulldozing and
grading did not destroy, could be added to the newly seeded
16.8 acres and thus increase the compensation ratio of the
mitigation program to more than 7 to 1. This falsely
inflated figure is definitely misleading.

Actually, the developers have no right to remove or harm any
of these special plants, which host many different
creatures. Last October, the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service issued a final decision designating

coastal sage scrub as critical habitat for the preservation
and protection of the threatened gnatcatcher. Page 5.3-38
reminds us that the 4(d) special rule - which allows the
destruction of coastal sage scrub in one area if it is
replaced by more in another - can no longer be applied. The
permitted amount of 5% "take" has been surpassed. Thus
before any coastal sage scrub can be harmed in any way,
consultations among representatives of the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service, other concerned federal agencies,
the city, and the developers must occur. According to the
provisions of Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species
Act, the federal agencies must insure that no actions are
authorized that are likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the threatened gnatcatcher.
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According to the information on Page 5.3-42, Upper Point
Vicente currently contains 19.54 acres of coastal sage
scrub. Changing the land contours for golf would remove
4.91 acres of these healthy plants. This is a 25% loss of
critical vegetation, and the developers would have this
occur on publicly owned land that provides a necessary
corridor linkage to other sensitive habitats.

Barbara Gleghorn and Dena Friedson
C/0 1737 Via Boronada
Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274
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Attachment to April 5, 2001 Statement
of Save Our Coastline II

The Draft EIR provides a confusing and even misleading
description of the number of acres of coastal sage scrub
that would be conserved, enhanced, and created on Upper
Point Vicente. Page 3-13 indicates that there are 24.9 such
acres. The same page states that there are 5.3 acres of
coastal bluff scrub and 1.4 acres of rocky shore on the Long
Point property. This makes a total of 31.6 acres.

Page 3-14 says that of these 31.6 acres, 22.6 acres of
native habitat currently exist and that 9 acres would be
added. These figures seem to apply to both Long Point and
Upper Point Vicente.

Then, according to descriptions on the same page, it is
acknowledged that 2.5 acres of habitat exist adjacent to
proposed fairways and park areas. Removal of 2.3 acres of
native vegetation would occur. Only 0.2 acres would remain,
and 8.4 acres would be added.

Next, the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project
contains 25.1 acres of existing habitat (22.6 + 2.5), of
which 2.3 acres would be destroyed, and then 17.4 acres of
new habitat would be created.

On Page 5.3-42, the Draft EIR states that Upper Point
Vicente contains 19.54 acres of existing coastal sage scrub.
Of this amount, 4.91 acres would be removed. Then 16.8
acres of new habitat would be created. On the hotel resort
property, the 5.3 acres of coastal bluff scrub and 1.4 acres
of rocky shore are now shown to be 4.44 acres of coastal
bluff scrub and 3.87 acres of rocky shore/coastal bluff
habitat. In the resort hotel area, 0.1 acre of coastal
bluff scrub would be removed.

The summary on Page 5.3-42 indicates that 5 acres of habitat
would be taken, and 16.8 acres would be restored. The
figures are confusing and seem to be inconsistent on the
various pages. The Final EIR should clarify the numbers.
Half an acre is a fairly big piece of land.

Barbara Gleghorn and Dena Friedson



- COMMENT NO. 106

SAVE OUR COASTLINE Il

P.O. Box 3984, PALOS VERDES PENINSULA, CA 90274
PHONE: (310) 377-2168 FAX: (310) 377-1228

Soc2Steering@aol . com

RECEIVED

13 March 2001 MAR 22
2001
Planning Commission
P
City of Rancho Palos Verdes & Eggﬁlgﬁ Fggé}LEDi\;ll\éﬁT

30940 Hawthorne Blvd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Section 7.2

A careful reading of DEIR Section 7.2 entitled “No Project Alternative” reveals that contained in
it there are a number of contradictory statements, questionable assumptions and a lack of
quantified evidence to support the conclusions given in several of the impact comparison sub-
sections. Based on the available data, it seems clear to us that Alternative 7.2 is environmentally
superior to the Destination Resorts Project (the Project).

106A
Section 7.2, the No Project Alternative, is confusingly named. It is actually the alternate
development known locally as the “Monaghan Plan” which is approved by the City and the
California Coastal Commission for development of a resort hotel and 9-hole golf course wholly
contained on the former Marineland site. This property is also referred to as the Resort Hotel
Area (RHA). We would recommend that a different name be chosen for the alternative which
reflects these facts, such as the Previously Approved Project Alternative.

Discussion:

The DEIR states, on page 7-9, “This alternative would be generally similar to the proposed
Project, however, would exclude the use of the [Upper Point Vicente Area] UPVA, resulting in
a more intensified use of the RHA. . . . Overall, this alternative would involve more intensive
development, contained in a smaller area, than the proposed project.” The term “more intensive
development” requires definition in both a qualitative and a quantitative sense since it is used
throughout the remainder of Section 7.2 when comparing the alternative to the Project. As Table
1, below, shows, the two proposals are similar in most aspects of development of the RHA, with 106B
the proposed Project having the larger number of buildings to be erected and involving tunneling
under Palos Verdes Drive. Therefore, it is not clear what, if any, objective criteria were used to
come to the conclusion that the development of the Alternate is “more intensive”. The DEIR
needs to be more explicit so that intelligent comparisons can be made on each of the
environmental impact sub-sections. It should not be sufficient to state that alternate X would be
better/worse than the proposed Project. Quantitative data should be given so that the magnitude

of the stated differences can be assessed.

SOC-1I DEIR Alternate 7.2 March 13,
2001




In any case, the conclusion as to “more intensive development” is applicable solely to the RHA.
It should be clear that in the overall sense, i.e., including the UPVA, Alternate 7.2 involves less
actual development.

Table 1 - Features of Alternate Proposals
Feature Proposal Alternate 7.2
Pg 2-1 Pg 7-9

Guest Rooms (Main Hotel/Bungalows) 400 390+10
Resort Casitas (Three-keyed) 50 50
Resort Villas 32 none
Banquet/Meeting Rooms 68,000 sq ft 30,000 sq ft
Country Market/Café 30,000 sq ft
Full Service Spa 25,000 sq ft 25,000 sq ft
Swimming pools/spas/Jacuzzi 7(max) not cited
Tennis Courts 4(max) 8

Golf Holes on RHA 5 9

Resort food & beverage services
Parking, Trails

Air Quality

There should be data expressed quantitatively by source to support the conclusion expressed that

“Emissions... would be greater with this alternative due to more intensive development.” It is
difficult to imagine why there would be other than a quite small difference in emissions related
to grading and construction activities for the two alternatives, based on Table 1. Given the 32
extra villa units of the Proposal, it is surprising that Alternate 7.2 is stated to have a greater
impact on the environment due to development on the RHA.

On page 7-11 the DEIR states that “Overall, emissions ...for this alternative would be less than
with the proposed Project...” due to no development on the UPVA. Thus, it seems to be wrong
to have Table 7-1 of the DEIR show that Alternate 7.2 “No Project” has greater impact on air
quality than the proposed Project.

Geology, Soils and Seismicity

The DEIR states that Alternate 7.2 “would expose a slightly greater number of people and
structures to potential adverse effects ... within the RHA due to a more extensive development”.
There does not seem to be any basis for this statement, given the comparison of the two
alternatives as expressed in Table 1. No quantitative data is offered and one expects that it
simply does not exist.

It may well be true (no data is provided in the DEIR proper) that golf holes are laid out closer to
the bluffs in Alternate 7.2. If this is the basis for the judgement of greater impact in Table 7-1 it

SOC-II DEIR Alternate 7.2 March 13,

2001
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should be backed up with specific quantitative data. However, there are clearly geological
hazards associated with the Project’s planned use of the UPV A, notably the grading of the present
farmland noted in DEIR Exhibit 5.5-2 as a possible slide area which are not addressed. This
propensity for hazard should be quantified to compare to that of the golf layout in determining
which alternate has the greater impact.

Marine Resources

Again, greater impact on the environment, in this case “greater Long-term impacts to marine plant
or animal species ...” is imputed to “more intense development on the RHA”. One needs to know
precisely what aspect of the stated more intense development is responsible for this alleged
impact and how the two alternatives compare quantitatively on each of these aspects. Based on
the comparative numbers in Table 1 above, it is difficult to see that much difference could exist.
In this case Table 7-1 indicates that the impact of Alternate 7.2 is “equivalent to” that of the
Project.

Noise

On page 7.13, a slightly greater impact on the environment is again laid to a more intensive
development. A quantified comparison of this potential impact should be provided. Again, it is
hard to believe that the difference is significant enough to generate a finding of “greater impact”
for Alternate 7.2. as is indicated in Table 7-1.

Public Services and Utilities

It would be useful to know the rationale behind the alleged “slightly greater demand” for fire and
police protection and schools for Alternate 7.2, particularly in view of the 32 villas planned for
the project. Surely an additional 32 dwelling units should outweigh any differences in the
numerically equal main hotel and out-buildings on the RHA. The judgement of greater impact
for Alternative 7.2 in Table 7-1 is suspect.

Traffic and Circulation

It is impossible to believe that two alternatives so closely matched as these in their total facilities
(see Table 7-1) and intended usage could generate a 50% difference in average daily trips. Surely
this discrepancy calls for an examination of the two studies and a reconciliation of their ground
rules and estimates. A rational presumption would be that, given the 32 villas and otherwise
comparable facilities, not to mention additional trips for the golf driving range, there would be
slightly more ADTs for the Project, not 3,356 less. Section 5.12, which details the methodology
for the traffic study for the Project appears to use only the figures of Table 1, above, as the basis
for the estimate, again lending incredibility to the conclusion. In this analysis, 188 ADTs are
attributed to the 32 villas which would not be present in Alternate 7.2.

To us, the fact that two professional firms should arrive at such a large difference in estimates

SOC-HI DEIR Alternate 7.2 March 13,
2001

106D

106E

106F

106G

106H



¢

from such similar bases calls into question the accuracy of the estimates discussed in Section
5.12. They should not be accepted without the comparative analysis suggested above.
Recreation

The conclusion on page 7-15 that the Project is superior to Alternate 7.2 is based primarily on the
fact that trails on UPVA would not be developed by the Project, thus depriving the public of
upgraded trails. That is a judgement call. After all, development of the UPVA as a portion of a
golf course would cause the public to lose access to many existing public trails on the property.
Many citizens believe that preserving the public land from development as a golf course 1s so far
superior to the development proposed by the Project that there is no question of what is the proper
course of action.

Summary

The above paragraphs show that in seven of the thirteen areas of interest the conclusions of the
DEIR are questionable. The other six allege equivalence of the two plans. No quantitative
assessment is offered to aid the decision-making bodies to judge whether the differences alleged
between the alternatives are minor or major. In several of the seven instances the DEIR 1is,
apparently, wrong or contradicts itself. The overall impression is that the DEIR is biased toward
developing the Project and seriously flawed in comparing the Project to the several Alternates.

SOC-II believes that the DEIR should be revamped with comparisons that are specific and
quantified where feasible. Alternative 7-2 should be essentially the same in environmental impact
on t